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ABSTRACT 
Migrant-Nonmigrant Differentials, Housing Type, Community Satisfaction 
and Migration: A Study of Nonmetropolitan Communities in 
Utah Within the Context of Population Turnaround 
by 
Stephen Hau-wah Kan, Doctor of Philosophy 
Utah State University, 1980 
Major Professor: Dr. Yun Kim 
Department: Sociology 
Three major socio-demographic aspects of community life were exami-
ned ih nonmetropolitan Utah within the context of the post 1970's popul-
ation turnaround. They are : differentials by migrant status and 
housing type, patterns of community satisfaction, and migration expecta-
tions and migration. 
Findings indicate that groups of residents with different migrant 
status and/or housing type have unique patterns in socio-economic status, 
social integration and community attachment, and potential contributions 
to the community. It was argued that these phenomena can be largely 
explained by the exchange theory. 
With respect to the pattern of community satisfaction, it was found 
that the mobile home dwellers' level of satisfaction is mainly affected 
by their assessment of the interpersonal relations and the local govern-
ment of their residence community whereas the conventional- home 
residents' level of satisfaction is affected by multiple sources: 
interpersonal relations, community facilities and services, community 
physical appearance and local government. The major difference 
between the recent migrants and the established residents was properly 
reflected by the findings that community physical appearance is a 
significant cause of satisfaction among the former versus community 
facilities and services among the latter. These findings contribute 
to a better understanding of the processes of the rural revival. 
Migration intention was found to be less constrained by the 
respondents' backgro und characteristics and even t he objective community 
conditions. However, when intention is transformed into action, the 
respondents' ability and flexibility to move, their social and economic 
bonds, and the objective conditions of the commuity, all come into 
effect. Housing type was also found to be interacting with migration 
intention in influencing migration. 
(238 pages) 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The phenomenon of population turnaround during the 1970's in the 
nonmetropolitan United States, mainly due to increasing inmigration 
and greater ability of the nonmetropolitan communities to retain their 
residents, has generated considerable interest among researchers 
(Beale, 1975, 1976; Beale and Fuguitt, 1978; Berry and Dahmann, 1977; 
Goldstein, 1976; Morrison and Wheeler, 1976; Schwarzweller, 1979; 
Tucker, 1976; Wardwell, 1977). Assessments of the reversal of migra-
tion patterns have also been undertaken at the regional and state 
levels (e.g., Beale and Fuguitt, 1975; Davis and Fuguitt, 1976; DeJong 
and Humphrey, 1976; Fuguitt, 1977; Zelinsky, 1978). Research on the 
national and regional levels has been focusing on changes in magnitude 
and migration streams, with a tendency to investigate the salience of 
selectivity of migration as well (Wardwell, 1977; Zuiches and Brown, 
1978). On the local level, the migrant-native differentials and the 
consequences of inmigration for both the arriving migrants and the 
community captured the researchers' interest (e.g., Graber, 1974). 
Such studies have been frequently conducted for the boom towns in the 
West relative to the energy activities (Cortese and Jones, 1977). 
On the other hand, very little research has been directed to the 
ability of the nonmetropolitan communities to retain their residents 
within the context of the nonmetropolitan population turnaround. 
Studies on community satisfaction, migration intentions, and migration 
are mostly conducted within the boundaries of a metropolitan labor 
market or in the urban communities (e . g . , Speare et al . , 1974; Bach 
and Smith, 1977). Also, none of the previous studies have succeeded 
in including sufficient contextual variables in their analyses. 
With the above information in mind, this study focuses on the 
migrant-nonmigrant differentials, patterns of community satisfaction, 
and migration in nonmetropolitan communities in Utah. A number of 
contextural variables, i.e., objective measures of the community con-
ditions will be included in the analysis. 
Objectives of the Study 
Using data from a survey of the heads of the households in eight 
nonmetropolitan communities in Utah, this study attempts to assess 
the differentials in socioeconomic and demographic characteristics by 
migrant status and housing type, and to examine the pattern of com-
munity satisfaction and migration among the residents in nonmetropoli-
tan Utah communities. Specifically, the objectives of this study are: 
1. To assess the differentials in socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics, community assessment, consuming behavior, 
and willingness to give help for the betterment of .. the 
community by migrant status and housing type. 
2. To assess the relationship between factors of community 
assessment and overall community satisfaction for specific 
subgroups (e.g., recent migrants, mobile home dwellers, 
etc.) , as well as for the entire sample. 
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3. To test a causal model of migration within the context of 
recent migration reversal. 
The first objective is to evaluate the overall differentials by 
migrant status and housing type. Migrant status is classified into 
three categories: recent migrants, settled migrants, and natives. 
Housing type is measured by a dichotomous scale indicating whether 
a respondent is dwelling in a mobile home (trailer) or a conventional 
housing unit. The second objective is to understand the rela-
tive influence of the factors of community assessment on overall 
community satisfaction. The third objective is to test a causal model 
of migration using satisfaction and migration intention as the inter-
mediate variables. In addition to migration intention, two other 
variables of migration expectations, namely, intended destination 
(Utah vs. non-Utah) and intended migration direction (metropolitan vs. 
non-metropolitan) will also be investigated. 
Significance of the Study 
There exist many gaps in our knowledge of the relationship be-
tween social, economic, demographic and community variables and migra-
tion (Shaw, 1975; Goldstein, 1976; Ritchey, 1976). This is especially 
the case within the context of recent nonmetropolitan population re-
surgence and energy development. This study attempts to contribute 
to more understanding in these aspects. Practically, information on 
the inmigration effects, patterns of community satisfaction, and 
migration patterns for specific subgroups are important for policy 
formulation on both the community level (community development) and 
the national level (population redistribution). Specifically, several 
anticipated practical applications of the findings from this research 
include: 
1. Findings of the differential analyses by migrant status and 
housing type are useful for understanding the effects brought 
by the recent migrants under the context of population re-
surgence in nonmetropolitan communities. 
2. Findings on the residents' willingness to contribute for 
community betterment can provide specific avenues for the 
local government to seek help from their fellow residents. 
3. The effects of housing type and migrant status on community 
satisfaction and migration also loom as important to the 
housing and population redistribution policies. 
4. Findings on the relationship between religious affiliation 
and intended migration destination in terms of Utah/non-Utah 
locations have special meanings for the socioeconomic plan-
ning of the State of Utah. 
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations of the study can be observed in two ways. First, 
since the scope of this study is confined to the nonmetropolitan com-
munities in Utah which are characterized by a unique and homogeneous 
culture and a close-knit social network, generalization of the findings 
to other areas seems unconvincing. Secondly, while it has been able 
to determine the actual migration of the residents by the follo~up 
survey in 1979, it is not possible to obtain information on the 
destination and migration direction of the outmigrants. Therefore, 
i ntended migration destination and direction, instead of actual migra-
tion and direction, are investigated in this research. 
Organization of the Thesis 
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The remaining chapters of the thesis cover the review of litera-
ture, analytical framework and hypotheses, methods of procedure, 
settings of the communities and characteristics of the sample, analysis 
and conclusions. The review of literature chapter (Chapter II) starts 
with an overview of the post-1970's rural population turnaround, 
followed by three major sections oriented about the major objectives 
of the research: (a) migrant~nonmigrant differentials, (b) community 
satisfaction, and (c) community satisfaction and migration intention 
in relation to migration. The third chapter formulates the analytic 
frameworks for the three objectives and a set of specific hypotheses 
and questions based on the previous literature review. In the fourth 
chapter, methods of procedure of the study including the data, methods 
of analysis and operationalization of the variables are discussed . 
Before analyzing the findings, a chapter (Chapter V) is devoted to the 
settings and the objective conditions of the communities, and character-
istics of the sample. The analysis includes three chapters (Chapters 
VI, VII, and VII), with one for each objective of this study. In the 
last chapter (Chapter IX), the major findings of the analyses are 
summarized and discussed in te~s of theoretical explanations and 
generalizations, and suggestions are made for further research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This literature review is divided into four sections. The first 
section provides an overview of the recent nonmetropolitan population 
turnaround for the United States in general as well as for the specific 
situation of Utah. Since the framework of this study is conceptualized 
within the context of recent rural revival and the data for the 
analysis come from a survey conducted in nonmetropolitan communities 
in Utah, an overview of the turnaround is demonstrate~-t<r-be necessary. 
The other three sections of the literature review are oriented 
about the major objectives of the research. The second section pro-
vides a brief discussion on migrant-nonmigrant differentials. In the 
third section, we review the literature on community satisfaction. 
Literature relating various individual /household attributes and com-
munity satisfaction to mi.gration/mobility is reviewed in the last 
section~ 
Turnaround Overview 
General Perspective 
Before the 1960's, rural to urban migration was one of the major 
kinds of movements that characterized population redistribution in 
the United States. Other significant movements were the out-migration 
of blacks from the South as well as the mass movement of population to 
the West from the more densely populated areas of the East. 
The continued rural to urban migration was anticipated on account 
of the continued industrialization and economic prosperity of the 
country which created expansion of employment opportunities in the 
cities and at the same time decreased the demand for farm labor in 
the rural areas. Bogue (1969) cited that for every 100 migrants during 
the period 1955 to 1960, about 70 ended in the urban areas, 26 in the 
rural nonfarm areas, and only 4 in other rural areas. Due to this 
urban-bound migration, together with the natural increase, the United 
States experienced a tremendous crush of metropolitan concentration 
and expansion during the 1940's and 1950's. For the period 1950-60, 
Beale (1975) noted that metropolitan areas had a net gain of popula-
tion from nonmetropolitan areas in the magnitude of 5.0 million. 
In the 1960's, population movement was characterized by central 
city-to-suburbs mobility and the slowing down of the city-bound migra-
tion. The expansion of the suburbs was brought forth by the wide-
spread decentralization of industry and services from the central 
cities. By the late 1960's,~his decentralization process had led to 
population declines in many of the nation's older cities including 
Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Baltimore, Cleveland, Washington, D.C., 
St. Louis, Milwaukee, San Francisco, Boston, New Orleans, Pittsburgh, 
Seattle, Buffalo, and Cincinnati (Morrison and Wheeler, 1976). During 
the period 1960-1970, a net of only about 2.2 million people left the 
countryside for urban, metropolitan centers compared with 5.0 million 
in the 1950's. As a matter of fact, many rural areas declined only 
slightly during the 1960's, and some even turned around and began to 
grow. 
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The nonmetropolitan population turnaround began in the late 1960's 
and became apparent in the early 1970's. For the first time in this 
century, and probably in the nation's history, more Americans are 
moving away from metropolitan areas than are moving to them. Initial 
firm evidences of the migration reversals were noted by Beale (1975) 
in an analysis of population data from the Census Bureau's 1973 es-
timates. Beale (1975) observed that during the 1950's, 1,400 or three-
fifths of the nation's nonmetropolitan counties lost population and 
1,300 or one-half lost population during the 1960's. In contrast to 
the above, three-fourths of all nonmetropolitan counties registered 
population gains from either natural increase or migration or both 
during the period 1970-73. In terms of growth rates, the nonmetro-
politan counties had increased by 4.2 percent as compared with 2.9 
percent in metropolitan coun~ies. This represents a change from a net 
outmigration of just a bit less than 3.0 million during the 1960-70 
decade to a net inmigration of about 1.2 million during the three-
year period, 1970-73. According to Morrison and Wheeler (1976), each 
year between 1970 and 1975, for every 100 people who moved to the 
metropolitan sector, 131 moved out. 
Some observers have contended that the figures of nonmetropolitan 
growth are merely a statistical artifact due to the spill-over of 
large metropolises into their surrounding territory that has been 
going on for several decades. Manufacturing and commercial organiza-
tions expand and move to the suburbs while the residents move even 
farther away from metropolitan centers since their commuting would 
then take them only up to the suburbs. Humphrey et al., (1977) 
attributed net migration turnaround in nonmetropolitan 
Pennsylvania to the changing functional needs for labor force skills 
by society as well as to the metropolitan spillover. Their findings 
suggest that during 1960-70 the nonmetropolitan areas with inmigration 
were characteristically smaller in size, less dense, closer to SMSA. 
They are likely to have colleges or military bases and they tend to 
be functionally specialized in services and finances. 
The contention of the spill-over effect would be plausible if 
growth were not occurring in areas well outside the metropolitan areas. 
However, abundant evidences indicate that remote areas have also been 
growing. According to Beale's estimates (1975), counties adjacent to 
metropolitan areas, as one would expect, grew more rapidly at 4.7 
percent between 1970 and 1973. But even nonadjacent counties were 
growing faster than metropolitan counties (at 2.9 percent) and, more 
surprisingly, entirely rural counties (not adjacent to any metropoli-
tan area and containing no urban center over 2,500 population) grew 
at 4.2 percent. Morrison and Wheeler (1976) also noted that counties 
with the least commuting to the big cities have experienced the most 
pronounced changes in growth pattern. Tucker (1976), in a comparison 
of 1965-1970 and 1970-1975 migration patterns, based on 1970 census 
data and 1975 CPS data, has also confirmed the migration reversal. As 
a matter of fact, as more assessments on this aspect accumulate, there 
is general agreement that the nonmetropolitan population turnaround is 
real and not just an urban sprawl. 
A number of aspects of social changes have been cited as explana-
tions of the turnaround (Morrison and Wheeler, 1976). Among the others, 
the major ones include: (1) decentralization of industries and con-
tinuation of the spill-over trend from the metropolises, (2) changing 
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functional needs for labor force skills by society, (3) development 
of transportation and communication which enhance urban accessibility, 
(4) retirement migration, (5) the enhancement of amenity-rich recrea-
tional ar eas, (6) energy exploitat ion, and (7) the increased emphasis 
on "quality of life," though "economic reasons" still remains as the 
strongest motive of migration. 
Utah Specific 
The patterns of internal migration in the United States before 
the 1950's were well documented by Shryock in his well known work 
(1964) which was based on the data from the 1950 and 1940 Censuses 
and from the Current Population Survey. According to Shryock, during 
the 1940's, about one-fifth of the population had lived in a different 
house a year before. Of these movers, about two-thirds moved only 
within the same county and less than one-sixth moved from one state 
to another. 
The ranking of regions by their mobility rates of various types 
was consistently: (1) West, (2) South, (3) North Central, and 
(4) Northeast, in descending order. The West includes the Mountain 
and the Pacific divisions--both tended to be areas of heavy net in-
migration due to the continued frontier movement and high internal 
mobility. 
Utah, however, had the lowest mobility rates among the western 
states. The intracounty mobility rate of Piute County was even among 
the lowest in the whole nation. The in, out, and net migration rates 
and turnover rate for the western states for the periods 1935-40 and 
1949-50 are shown in Table 1. As the table indicates, Utah was one of 
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the two states which had net outmigration during the period 1935-40 
(the other state was Montana). All the rest of the western states 
gained population from net inmigration. Utah was also the most stable 
state as evidenced by its lowest in and out migration rates and a turn-
over rate of 15.2. During the period 1949-50, Utah was the only state 
of net outmigration, and it ranked the second lowest in terms of the 
rate of population turnover. 
The net migration trends for Utah from 1950 to 1974 are shown in 
Table 2. As can be seen from the table, Utah appears to be partaking 
of the renewed nonmetropolitan growth. For the decades 1950-60 and 
1960-70, nonmetropolitan counties in Utah experienced net outmigration 
of 41,914 and 23,788 people, respectively. The loss was more serious 
for counties not adjacent to the metropolises. The pattern of non-
metropolitan outmigration, however, was reversed during 1970-74, with 
a net gain of 13,383 people. The annual rate of net migration for the 
nonmetropolitan counties was more than three times that of their 
metropolitan counterparts (1.37 vs .. 41). More significantly , non-
adjacent counties experienced an annual net migration rate of 2.44, 
a figure more than 24 times of the annual net migration rate of the 
counties adjacent to the metropolitan complexes, suggesting t hat the 
nonmetropolitan population turnaround in Utah is real and that the 
spill-over effect is at a minimal level. 
Another way of checking the population turnaround in Utah is to 
examine the pattern of changes of each county over the past decades, 
as shown by Table 3. Ten of Utah's rural counties, whose largest 
population centers contain less than 2,500 people, declined in popu-
lation during the 1960's but gained ' in the 1970's. Three other r ural 
Table 1. In, out and net migration rates and turnover rate fo r the Western States: 1935-40 and 1949-50 
In migration Out migration 
From From non- To To non-
State Total contiguous contiguous Total contiguous contiguous Net Turn-over 
states states states states 
1935-1940 
MOUNTAIN 
Montana 9.0 3 .6 5.4 11. 2 2.2 9.1 -2. 2 20 . 3 
Idaho 15.8 6.4 9.4 12.3 8.0 4.3 +3.5 28.1 
Wyoming 17.1 9.4 7.7 15.9 7.2 8.7 +1. 2 33.0 
Colorado 11.8 6.2 5.6 10.9 3.0 7.9 +0.9 22.6 
New Mexico 14.9 10.6 4.2 11.9 6.9 5.0 +3.0 26 .7 
Arizona 21.0 5.5 15.5 12 .4 8.4 4.0 +8.6 33.4 
Utah 6 . 3 2.9 3.4 8.9 2.9 6.0 -2.5 15.2 
Nevada 26.9 16.8 10.1 18.9 14.2 4 .6 +8.1 45.8 
PACIFIC 
Washington 11.7 2.6 9.1 6. 7 2 .5 4.2 +5.0 18.4 
Oregon 15.9 6.5 9.4 8.2 6.6 1.6 +7.7 24.1 
California 13.7 1.1 12.6 3 . 3 0.7 2.6 +10.4 17.0 
,.... 
N 
Table 1. Continued 
In migration 
From 
State Total contiguous 
states 
HOUNTAIN 
Hontana 4.7 1.2 
Idaho 6 .0 3.4 
Wyoming 8.9 3.5 
Colorado 5.9 1.9 
New Hexico 8.3 4.1 
Arizona 8.3 2.9 
Utah 3.7 1.4 
Nevada 10.9 6.8 
PACIFIC 
Washington 4.4 1.1 
Oregon 5.3 3. 4 
California 3.4 0.4 
Source: Shryock (1964: p.l99 and p.201) 
From non-
contiguous Total 
states 
1949-1950 
3.5 4.6 
2.5 5.7 
5.4 8 .6 
4.0 5.1 
4 .3 6.6 
5.4 7.9 
2.3 3.8 
4.1 10.3 
3 . 3 4.3 
2.0 4.6 
2.9 3.0 
Out migration 
To To non-
contiguous contiguous 
states states 
1.1 3 .5 
3.4 2.3 
3.6 5.0 
1.7 3.4 
3.9 2.7 
3 . 3 4.6 
1.4 2.4 
6.7 3 .6 
1.3 3 .1 
3.0 1.7 
0.4 2.6 
Net 
+0.1 
+0 . 3 
+0.3 
+0.8 
+1.7 
+0.4 
-0.1 
+0.5 
+0.1 
+0. 7 
+0.3 
Turn-over 
9 . 3 
11.7 
17.6 
11.0 
14.9 
16. 2 
7.5 
21.2 
8 .7 
10 .0 
6.4 
.... 
w 
Table 2. Net migration trends for Utah: 1950 - 1975 
Time period Geographical unit Nonmetropolitan unit Total Metropolitan Total Adjacent Non-adjacent 
Net migration 
1950-60 10,105 52, 019 -41,914 -1 6 , 213 - 25 ,701 
1960-70 -10, 483 13,305 - 23 ,788 -4,501 -19, 287 
1970-74 28,879 15,496 13,383 44 1 12,942 
Annual rat e of net migration 
1950-60 . 13 .89 - 2.04 -1.82 - 2. 21 
1960-70 -.11 .17 -1. 12 - . 47 -1.67 
1970-74 . 61 .41 1. 37 . 10 2.44 
Number of counties 29 5 24 7 17 
Source: Fuguitt (1977:65). 
.... 
"' 
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Table 3. Population size and population change for . rural, urban and 
metropolitan counties for 1950-1977 
PoEulation Annual % Change 
1950 1960 1970 1977 1950- 1960- 1970-
Counties 1960 1970 1977 
All Rural 69, 754 70,224 64,174 85,000 0.1 -0.9 4.6 
Beaver 4,856 4,331 3,800 4,300 -1.1 -1.2 1.7 
Daggett 364ol 1,164 666 800 22.0 -4.3 3.3 
Duchesne 8,134 7,179 7,299 11,400 -1.2 0.2 7. 7 
Emery 6,304 5,546 5,137 9,300 -1.2 -0.7 ll.5 
Garfield 4.151 3,577 3.157 3,600 -1.4 -1.2 2.0 
Kane 2,299 2,667 2,421 3,800 1.6 -0 . 9 7.9 
Millard 9,387 7,866 6,899 8,400 -1.6 -1.1 2.7 
Morgan 2,519 2,837 2,983 4,900 1.3 4.0 3.0 
Piute 1,9ll 1,436 1,164 1,400 -2.5 -1.9 3.1 
Rich 1,673 1,685 1,615 1, 700 -0.1 -0 . 4 0.9 
San Juan 5, 315 9,040 9,606 13,400 7.0 0.6 4.9 
Sanpete 13,891 ll,Cl53 10,976 13,400 -2.0 -0.1 3.1 
Summit 6, 745 5,673 5,879 7,200 -1.6 0.4 3.1 
Wayne 2,205 1, 728 1,483 1,800 -2.2 -1.4 3.4 
All Urban 148,ll5 149,315 173,410 214,300 0.1 1.6 3.4 
Box Elder 19,734 25,601 28,129 31,200 2.7 1.2 1.5 
Cache 33,536 35,788 42,331 51,600 0 . 7 1.8 3.0 
Carbon 24,901 21,135 15,647 20,500 -1.5 -2.6 4.4 
Grand 1, 903 6, 345 6,688 7, 300 23.3 0.5 1.5 
Iron 9,642 10,795 12,177 15,600 1.2 1.3 3.8 
Juab 5,981 4,597 4,574 5,600 -2.3 -0.1 3. 1 
Sevier 12,072 10,565 10,103 13, 700 -1.3 -0.4 5.0 
Tooele 14,636 17,868 21,545 24,300 2.2 2 . 1 1.8 
Uintah 10,300 ll,582 12,684 18,000 1.3 0.9 5.8 
Wasatch 5,574 5, 308 5,683 7, 300 -0.5 1.5 3.2 
Washington 9,836 10,271 13,669 19,200 0 . 4 3.3 5.4 
All Metro 470,993 665,530 821,953 972,000 4.1 2.4 2.6 
Davis 30,86 7 64,760 99,028 124,000 11.0 5.3 3.5 
Salt Lake 274,895 383,035 458,607 533,000 3. 9 2.0 2.2 
Utah 81,912 106,991 137,776 177,000 3.1 2.9 3. 9 
Weber 83,319 llO, 744 126,542 138 , 000 3.3 1.4 1.3 
Source Stinner et al. (1978) 
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counties continued their growth of the 1960's into the 1970's - two of 
them at an accelerated pace. Utah's eleven urban counties have also 
increased in population since 1970; three of them experienced loss 
in the 1960's. At the same time, the metropolitan counties retained 
their continued growth, even at a slightly faster pace, in the 1970's. 
This continued metropolitan growth is clearly attributed to the net 
inmigration of the state. 
Migrant-Nonmigrant Differentials 
The body of literature on migration has expanded significantly 
during the past decade, as evidenced by the appearance of several 
noteworthy monographs, books, and review articles (Ritchey, 1976; 
Shaw, 1975, etc.). Most of the substantive studies were conducted 
before the recent migration reversal became evident. Most of the 
investigations aimed at the rural-to-urban migration and comparisons 
were made mostly on rural-urban migrants versus nonmigrants of origin 
(rural areas) and/or destination (urban areas). In the following para-
graphs, the migrant-nonmigrant differentials are reviewed within the 
context of the United States. 
Outmigrants from rural areas are dominantly young adults with 
better-than-average education -- (e.g., Duncan, 1940; Fein, 1965; Suval 
and Hamilton, 1965). The educational selectivity is more pronounced 
for males than for females and for blacks than for whites (Hamilton, 
1965). Since young people generally are better educated than their 
elders, the age selection could in itself explain the better education 
of the migrants. However, even within age groups, the migrants are 
found to be better educated than the nonmigrants remaining in rural 
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areas (Price and Sikes, 1974). Studies also revealed that rural-
urban migrants earn more than nonmigrants left in the rural areas 
(e.g., Wertheimer, 1970; Petersen and Sharp, 1969). Wertheimer (1970) 
presents strong evidence that the income gain by migration from a 
rural to an urban area increases with the size of the city. He also 
indicates that the gains are less during the first five years in the 
city, but tend to reach a higher level thereafter. 
With reference to the areas of destination, it was found that 
rural-urban migrants' levels of education are similar to those of 
nonmigrant urban residents (Beale et al., 1973). All rural-urban 
migrants 17 years of age and over had a median of 11.8 years of school 
completed, nearly as much as that completed by urban nonmigrants, 
which is 12.0 years (Price and Sikes, 1974). Financially, the black 
rural-urban migrants are doing as well as the urban blacks of urban 
origin, while the white migrants earn a lower income than their non-
migrant counterparts of urban origin (Price and Sikes, 1974). 
Rural-urban migration was also found to have a depressing effect 
on fertility. Females leaving rural areas for cities have appreciably 
lower fertility than do those left in rural areas. When compared 
with urban females of urban origin, migrants show similar fertility 
patterns (Price and Sikes, 1974). 
Furthermore, numerous studies have been done on the migrant-
nonmigrant differentials in terms of labor force participation, un-
employment (Petersen and Sharp, 1969; Lansing and Mueller, 1967), 
poverty and welfare (Bowles, 1960; Fried, 1971), as well as mental 
health (Lee, 1957; Murphy, 1965). Most of these studies point to the 
linkages betw~en achievement processes and migration. 
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Within the context of recent migration reversal, the character-
istics of new migrants in nonmetropolitan areas are receiving increased 
attention (Bowles). Some case studies of various communities 
that are experiencing the influx of retired migrants (Koebernick and 
Beagle, 1978), suburban oriented commuting migrants (Graber, 1974), 
and rural industrialization (Summers et al., 1976) have been completed. 
Murdock et al. (1978) studied the characteristics of energy related 
migrants and found that they tend to be young adults, to be at least 
high school graduates, to have relatively high incomes, to live in 
mobile homes, and to be concentrated in the skilled craftmen occupa-
tions. Other studies compared the characteristics of metropolitan-to-
nonmetropolitan migrants with those in the counter stream, and the 
findings have been div~se. Kirshenbaum (1971) compared the migration 
rates from metropolitan to nonmetropolitan areas according to age, 
educational attainment, and occupation of household heads. His 
findings suggested that this kind of migration is selective of the 
younger people, of the more educated, and of the upper white and 
upper blue collar workers. DeJong and Humphrey (1976) conducted a study 
of the characteristics of these types of migrants in Pennsylvania 
and came up with similar findings. They observed that compared 
with the cocnterstream, the migration stream moving toward the 
nonmetropolitan areas consisted of the younger heads of households, 
those with higher socio-economic status, and those with smaller 
household sizes. On the other hand, Morrison and Wheeler (1976) 
noted that the newcomers to the rural areas are generally older, less 
educated, and lower on the job scale than the outmigrants . Roseman's 
(1977) conclusion is attuned to Morrison and Wheeler's observation 
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as he emphasized the recreation and retirement characteristics of the 
nonmetropolitan areas (like those in Arizona and Florida, for example) 
that have been the areas of inmigration in recent years. 
Finally, in terms of social integration, recent migrants are 
found to participate less in voluntary associations and to be more 
dissatisfied than the long established residents (Sharp, 1954; Speare 
et al., 1974). Speare et al. (1974) showed that migrants are more 
dissatisfied with the communities to which they move than are nonmi-
grants, irrespective whether their destination is the urban or the 
rural community. Other studies indicate that migrants' levels of 
social participation are lower, but they seem more likely to hold 
leadership positions in the organizations to which they do belong 
(Blizzard and Macklin, 1952). 
Community Satisfaction 
Community satisfaction has been the interest among rural sociologists 
for an extended time (Davies, 1945). It can be considered as 
an important social indicator, justified on the basis that knowledge 
about its distribution and change is important in the formulation of 
social policy (Marans and Rodgers, 1975). It can also be seen as a 
component of the broader concept of quality of life. Moreover, com-
munity or residential satisfaction is often conceptualized as the 
mediating mechanism between background characteristics and moving 
intention in the mobility models. Within the context of migration 
reversal and under the trend that quality of life is playing an in-
creasingly important role in the motivations of migration, community 
satisfaction demands even more intensive attention in sociological 
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and demographic research. 
As noted previously, migrants are more dissatisfied with the 
community than are nonmigrants, irrespective of whether their destina-
tion is urban or rural area. This phenomenon may be a re-
flection of their "newness," as well as their possession of personal 
attributes different from those of long established residents. In a 
recent study, Stinner and Toney (1980) found that although the varia-
tion in satisfaction of community facilities and services is largely 
attributable to the personal attributes such as life cycle, education 
and religion , the effect of migrant status remains significant. In 
other wo.-ds, the "newness" of the migrants or the recency of the move 
per se may lower the threshhold of dissatisfaction. Reasoning from 
the "newness" or recency of the migrants, it can be argued that the 
longer a person resides in a given community, the stronger are the 
social and economic bonds to the community, and hence the greater will 
be the level of community satisfaction. Speare (1974) found a positive 
association between length of residence and community satisfaction in 
Rhode Island. Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) used data gathered in Great 
Britain to study community attachment in mass society and found that 
length of residence has positive and highly significant effects on 
community attachment . They concluded that residents of rural com-
munities had more of a sense of community, but length of residence was 
the most important factor. Rojek et al . (1975) studied community 
satisfaction in four aspects (medical services, public services, 
commercial services, and educational services), and found length 
of residence to be positively associated with satisfaction with the 
first three aspects and the relationship remained significant in a 
multivariate analysis. In a national quality of life study, length 
of residence was also found to be positively related to community 
satisfaction, though the magnitude of the association was the lowest 
of the six attributes under consideration (Campbell et al., 1976; 
Marans and Rodgers, 1975). The inconsistent findings on the ranking 
of importance of this variable may be due to insufficient controls 
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of community-level variables in these studies, besides sample variabil-
ities. 
Family life cycle and its related variables have also been linked 
to community satisfaction (Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Speare, 1974; 
Rojek et al., 1975; Campbell et al., 1976). Campbell et al. (1976) 
found life cycle stage to have the strongest relatio~ship with com-
munity satisfaction among six personal attrilutes in their national 
quality of life study. Specifically, community satisfaction was 
expressed more frequently at later than at earlier stages in the life 
cycle. Speare (1974) found a positive association between age and 
community satisfaction and suggested that this was due to income and 
seniority privileges associated with advanced age and higher level of 
home ownership. In the study by Rojek et al. (1975), age was found 
to be significantly and positively related to community satisfaction, 
but marital status was significant only in the commercial and public 
services and not significant in the other two aspects. 
Variables of socioeconomic status have frequently been used in 
explaining community satisfaction. It has generally been found that 
there is an inverse albeit weak relationship between educational 
attainment and community satisfaction. In the national quality of 
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life study, those with low levels of formal education were most satis-
fied with their community (Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Campbell et al . , 
1976) . Speare (1974) also noted a weak inverse association between 
them. Rojek et al. (1975) found a significant and inverse relation-
ship between education and satisfaction with commercial services; for 
the other three aspects of satisfaction, education exerts no signifi-
cant effect at all . 
Findings on the relationship between the other two indicators of 
socio-economic status (income and occupation) and community satisfac-
tion are inconsistent from one study to another . For instance, Marans 
and Rodgers (1975) found that both family income and job status exert 
stronger positive effects on community satisfaction than length of 
residence does . Rojek et al . (1975) found that income is significant 
• in the commercial services and public service onl y, whereas occupation is 
significant in all four aspects of community satisfaction. Jesser 
(1967) studied the community satisfaction patterns of prof essionals ' in 
rural areas and found that "social-helping" professionals had lower 
community satisfaction scores than "technical-helping" professionals. 
The above discussions are on the relationship between personal 
attributes and community satisfaction. Research on community satis-
faction and its rel ation to specific features or dimensions of the 
community are also accumulating. In many earlier studies, community 
satisfaction has usually been measured by satisfaction with community 
facilities and services. Recently, this view of community satisfaction 
has changed. Johnson and Knop (1970) have attempted to show that 
community satisfaction is a multi- dimensional concept. They found 
that urban residents were more satisfied with shopping facilities, 
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medical facilities, employment opportunities, entertainment and recrea-
tional opportunities, and teacher ability. On the other hand, rural 
residents were more satisfied with the local democratic processes 
and their general geographic milieu . 
In the study by Rojek et al. (1975), four dimensions (as previously 
noted) of community satisfaction have been derived on 15 specific items 
by means of factor analysis. However, all the four dimensions are on 
community facilities and services. Other aspects sucu dS the leader-
ship of local government and the environment setting, etc., were not 
examined. 
Strong attachments to the social setting have been found to be a 
principal source of community satisfaction. Goudy (1977), hypothesized 
that perceptions of social dimensions such as the distribution of 
power, citizen participation, and commitment to the community are 
more efficient predictors of community· satisfaction than perceptions 
of the adequacy of community services. Data were collected from 27 
communities in a six-county region of north-central Iowa. Goudy 
found, as hypothesized, that social dimensions were important in 
determining how satisfied people were with their communities. Social 
dimensions which were important included: strong primary group rela-
tions, participation in civic affairs, shared decision making, and 
heterogeneity . Perceptions of the adequacy of services were found to 
be correlated with community satisfaction, but when entered with social 
dimensions in an attempt to explain satisfaction, they were found to 
be of less importance. Goudy concluded that studies which use attitudes 
toward local services to measure community satisfaction are very 
questionable. 
Lamanna (1964) found that the residents in a North Carolina 
urban community valued their physical environment to a lesser degree 
than their social relations when assessing the livability of their 
town. Similarly, Troy (1971) found that satisfaction with the in-
dividual dwelling and the social setting were more important aspects 
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of people's assessments of the quality of their environment than satis-
faction with convenience or environmental factors, such as noise or 
air pollution. 
Studies on the residents of a well-known central city development 
area in Boston (Fried and Gleicher, 1961; Gans, 1962) revealed that 
three out of four residents in this area reported it to be a highly 
satisfactory place to live, although the area was considered a slum 
by many outsiders. Other research conducted on residents of lower 
income households have found them to be reasonably content with their 
places of residence, despite poor housing conditions (Hollingshead 
and Rogler, 1963; Andrews and Philips, 1970). In most cases, satis-
faction was associated with strong attachment to family and friends 
living in the community. 
Marans and Rodgers (1975) proposed an elaborate model of com-
munity satisfaction which includes assessments of perceived environ-
mental attributes, personal characteristics, as well as objective 
community attributes. Assessments of community attributes are seen to 
be affected by the characteristics of the person and the objective 
community conditions, and to have the strongest association with 
community satisfaction. In testing their model with data of a national 
quality of life survey, Marans and Rodgers (1976) found that the amount 
of variation of community satisfaction explained by the assessments are 
more than twice of that explained by personal characteristics and 
objective community attributes combined. While this formulation 
appears to be convincing, their empirical testing shows two major 
shortcomings. First, due to data limitations, only one variable of 
objective community attributes, population size, is included in the 
analysis. Secondly, there are only six items of community assess-
ments, which is seriously insufficient to cover the various aspects 
of community satisfaction. 
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The conceptual framework of this study follows closely that by 
Marans and Rodgers (1975). Empirically, this study examines the pattern 
of community assessments in relation to overall community satisfaction 
for the entire sample as well as for specific subgroups within the 
context of nonmetropolitan repopulation. A number of objective com-
munity conditions such as urbarl accessibility, population size and 
change, per capita retail sales, unemployment rate, and per capita 
income are included in the analysis. Moreover, in Marans and Rodgers' 
study, each item of assessment of community attributes is regarded 
as an independent variable. Therefore, if the number of the items 
of assessments increases, interpretation of the analysis will be 
cumbersome and the issues may be too numerous to be meaningful. In 
the present study, 26 relevant items are subjected to factor analysis 
to derive the major dimensions of community assessment. 
Individual/Household Attributes, Community 
Satisfaction and Migration/Mobility 
Models of residential mobility or community migration emphasize: 
(1) the stabilizing effects of various social, demographic and housing 
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characteristics and (2) the important mediating roles played by satis-
faction and intention variables. The reviews of literature in this 
section are structured around these two aspects. The individual/ 
household attributes usually indicate an individual's or a household's 
position in the social structure and his/its bonds to the community. 
Among the numerous attributes which have been related to migra-
tion, age has been found to have a consistently negative relationship 
with migration (Thomas, 1938; Lee, 1966; Ritchey, 1976; Goldscheider, 
1971:310-311). As a matter of fact, a long-standing proposition in 
the sociology of migration is that younger persons are more mobile 
than older persons. This can be partly explained by the differences 
in costs of moving and associated encumbrances and the opportunities 
for gain of migration by age. Some even argued that this is the only 
relationship which is qualified for universal generalization in the 
study of migration (Goldscheider, 1971). While the overall relation-
ship is negative, it is not strictly monotonic, since the mobility 
rates tend to increase slightly at the ages of retirement. There is 
some evidence that an upturn in the rates at older ages is partly due 
to widowhood and institutionalization (Shryock, 1964). 
Besides age, the other variables of family life cycle (i.e., mari-
tal status, number and ages of children) have also been linked to 
mobility or migration, though the findings are sometimes not consistent 
from one study to another. In the first place, married persons tend 
to migrate less than unmarried persons. An analysis of the migration 
of men from 1966-1971 by Long (1972) showed that single people are 
more mobile except for the age group 20 to 24. On the other hand, 
according to a study by Bogue (1969), the single popu'lation is less 
mobile than those married with spouse present . As Ritchey (1976) 
pointed out, these inconsistencies may be due to data limitations and 
differences in research design. 
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The number and ages of children are found to be significantly re-
lated to migr ation by some studies (e . g., Long, 1973). Long (1973) 
showed that the large families and families with school-age children 
are less mobile. Miller (1976) found 
that age of the oldest child is an important element in family life 
cycle analysis as it relates to migration. According to Miller, with 
advancing age children are more likely to be considered and to par-
ticipate in migration decision-making, and older children are more 
likely to have formed strong attachments to the community, thereby 
augmenting the family's integration into the community. In the pre-
sent research, household size instead of the number of children is 
used based on the rationale that the presence of other relatives or 
nonrelatives in the households of some families adds more to their 
immobility. 
The effect of migrant status on migration is frequently indexed 
by length .of residence. A significant amount of analysis has shown 
the relationship between duration of residence and migration to be 
very strong. The "Cornell Model" of migra tion (McGinnis; ' 1968) revolves 
...around the axiom of ownulative inertia, which states that a migrant's 
probability of making an additional move decreases as length of resi-
dence increases. Research has consistently supported the basic con-
tention of the axiom. Morrison (1967) refined the axiom by sh0•.o1.ing 
that it applied to different age groups. Speare's research on 
residential mobility indicated that it was much more applicable to 
renters than to homeowners. The influence of length of residence on 
migration appears to operate through the strengthening of social and 
economic ties. 
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Previous research on residential mobility indicates that home-
owners have a much lower probability of moving than do renters (Rossi, 
1956; Speare, 1970). Speare (1970) found renters on the average to 
be four to five times more mobile than homeowners. The relationship 
remained even after controlling for age and length of residence. 
Lansing and Mueller (1967) found homeowners to be less likely to move 
from one labor market to another in their national study. The owner-
ship of a home reflects the establishment of strong economic bonds 
and long term commitment to the community, while renting a home entails 
few ties. 
Kinship and friendship ties have been found playing an important 
role in various phases of the migration process (Litwak, 1960; Lansing 
and Mueller, 1967; Toney, 1973 ; Choldin, 1973; Brown, Schwarzeller and 
~~ngalam, 1963). For instance, Lansing and Mueller (1967) found that 
the geographic dispersion of relatives influences migration decisions. 
Toney (1973) found the presence of kinship ties to be particularly 
important in the selection of areas with low levels of economic oppor-
tunity in his study of Rhode Island migrants. Choldin (1973) found 
that the extended family provided information which relatives could 
use in deciding whether or not to move and where to move and provided 
extensive economic and social help when a relative moved into their 
communities. Explanations for the relationship between kinship, friend-
ship ties and migration are usually based on three hypotheses (Ritchey, 
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1976). The affinity hypothesis focuses on the psychological help these 
relationships provide and the importance of such aid. The information 
hypothesis stresses the role of the information flow between family 
members or friends in dispersed locations. The third hypothesis, the 
facilitating hypothesis, focuses on the role migration plays in the 
adjustment of migrants through economic and social support. 
In his overview of research relating individual attributes to 
migration, Ritchey (1976) concludes that socioeconomic status is 
positively related to the probability of migration; however, he also 
contends that the relationship between individual socioeconomic status 
variables (education, occupation, and income) and migration is variant. 
There is substantial, although not completely consistent, evi-
dence that high level& of education are directly related to migration 
and to the frequency of migration (Hamilton, 1959, 1965; Hamilton and 
Suval, 1965; Shryock and Nam, 1965; Long, 1972). Some of these 
studies indicate that the least educated have higher mobility rates 
than those with intermediate levels of educational attainment. Ex-
planations for differences in migration patterns by education tend 
to stress the differences in awareness of opportunities at alternative 
locations, participation in national versus local labor markets and 
possession of the necessary material resources to capitalize on 
opportunities in other locations (Suval and Hamilton, 1965; Schwartz, 
1968; Ritchey, 1975; Miller, 1977). 
It is generally contended that occupational status is positively 
related to migration (Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Bogue, 1969; Long, 
1973). For example, Long (1973) found the highest mobility rates 
among salaried professionals, managers, and administrators, while the 
lowest rates are found among self-employed professionals and business 
proprietors. The association between migration and occupation, how-
ever, is generally weaker than that between migration and education 
(Lansing and Mueller, 1967; Bogue, 1969; Long, 1973). The reasoning 
behind occupational differentials in migration follows closely that 
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of educational differentials. Ritchey (1976) explained the higher 
mobility of the professionals by (1) their greater geographical scope 
of the labor market and (2) their augmented "awareness space," includ-
ing knowledge of both opportunities and amenities. Richmond (1969) 
advanced the national labor market proposition, arguing that the 
supply and demand of professionals cannot be fulfilled within the 
local labor market. The low mobility of self-employed professionals 
and business proprietors is explained by their considerable amount of 
investment, both pecuniary and nonpecuniary, in various aspects such 
as capital equipment, clientele, and actual or potential work and 
fringe benefits to the community. DaVanzo (1977) conceptualized this 
type of investment under the generic title of "location-specific 
capital." 
Income status is the least consistent of the three socioeconomic 
variables in relation to migration (Bogue, 1969; Ritchey, 1976). 
Individuals with high incomes would be more able to meet the costs of 
migration, according to a number of studies (O'Neill, 1970; DaVanzo, 
1972, 1977). Nevertheless, Bogue (1969) found that the highest migra-
tion rates occur among intermedi?te income levels, followed by high 
and low income groupings, in that order. Rodgers (1968) and DaVanzo 
(1977) also found income to have a retarding effect on the probability 
of moving. 
Religion was not considered in most of the studies on internal 
migration in the United States (Toney, 1973), though its significance 
in fertility studies has long been recognized. In Utah, although 
little effort has been devoted to the relationship between religion 
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and mobility, religion as a relevant dimension of differential analysis 
is evident. Justification of this argument is evidenced by the "Gath-
ering Doctrine" of t he Mormons (Mulder, 1954) and the unique religious 
composition of the State of Utah's population. Toney and Stinner 
(1978) have shown indirectly that selective migration is actually 
strong enough to help maintain the Mormon majority in Utah. Other 
research r evealed that many community activities in Utah are closely 
related to the dominant church and the non-LDS residents have little 
chance to participate in community affairs (Geertsen et al., 1977). 
According to this line of reasoning, it can be hypothesized that non-
LOS residents are more likely to leave their community than their LDS 
counterparts; most likely choosing non-Utah locations as their des-
tination. 
Despite the fact that very few studies have been conducted on its 
relationship wi th mobility, housing t ype may be an important factor 
relating to migration, since it is a good indicator of the stabiliza-
tion process of the individual or household in the community. Mobile 
home dwellers can be regarded as the marginal members of the community 
in that most of them are either migrants or belong to the lower socio-
economic stratum. 
In addition to the individual/household attributes discussed 
above, one more variable, previous experience of non-Utah exposure is 
included in the present study based on the rationale that it is rele-
vant to the selection of destination. 
Community satisfaction in relation to mobility or wish to move 
has been researched in different settings (e.g., Jesser, 1967; Kasarda 
and Janowitz, 1974; Rojek et al., 1975). In general, the relationship 
is found to be monotonic decreasing: the higher the level of community 
satisfaction, the less likely to move. 
Speare (1974) developed a causal model of residential mobility 
which takes residential satisfaction as the intermediate variable. 
The two major hypotheses relating to residential satisfaction are: 
(a) the evaluative mechanism (represented by the satisfaction index) 
mediates the effects of the personal and environmental factors, and 
(b) the satisfaction index has the strongest effect on the wish to move. 
Speare's own findings confirmed the hypotheses with the addition that 
home ownership exerts a direct · effect as well as indirect effect 
mediated by residential satisfaction on the wish to move. Further-
more, the findings suggest that there is a threshold effect of resi-
dential satisfaction on the wish to move. 
Studies have been done to test Speare's model under specific con-
ditions (Lee, 1978; Bach and Smith, 1977). Data from a sample of skid 
row residents were analyzed by Lee (1978) to determine the accuracy of 
the residential mobility model under conditions of disaffiliation and 
powerlessness. Lee's findings indicate that, while older age, employ-
ment, and other characteristics may encourage residential mobility on 
skid row, such factors influence mobility behavior in a direct fashion 
rather than through the intervening decision variables of residential 
evaluation and expectation to move. Bach and Smith (1977) applied 
Speare ' s formulation to community migration and confirmed it. They 
also found community satisfaction to be interacting with expectation 
t o migrate. More significantly, the proposition on threshold effect 
of community satisfaction on migration expectation is once again 
confirmed. 
A common shortcoming of the studies on residential mobility or 
c ommunity migration, same as the studies on community satisfaction, 
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i s the failure to incorporate variables measuring the objective condi-
tions of the community in the analysis . This study attempts to include 
these variables (as mentioned before, these variables include energy 
development, population growth, economic activity, etc.) in the 
analysis. Furthermore, we intend to study migration expectat ions in 
three aspects: migration intention, intended direction, and intended 
destination. Due to data limitations, examinations on direction and 
destination of the actual move are not possible. 
CHAPTER III 
ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORKS, SPECIFIC QUESTIONS, AND HYPOTHESES 
In the first section of this chapter, the analytical framework 
of each of the three phases of the study which are derived from the 
literature review are presented. The theoretical formulations on 
which the analytical frameworks are based are also briefly discussed, 
if applicable. In the second section, specific questions and hypoth-
eses derived from the literature review and the analytical frameworks 
are presented. 
Analytical Frameworks 
As mentioned earlier, there are three major objectives of this 
study. 
The first objective is to assess the differentials in socio-
economic characteristics and various dimensions of community life by 
migrant status and housing type. In this phase of study, migrant 
status and housing type are the two major independent variables. 
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The second objective is to examine the pattern of relationship 
between the factors of community assessment and community satisfaction. 
The theoretical framework of this phase of study follows closely Maran 
and Rodgers' formulation in which three sets of independent variables 
are distinguished: assessments of community attribute, background 
characteristics of the respondents, and objective community conditions. 
Preliminary data analysis (using the method of principal components 
with iteration and varimax rotation) indicates that there are five 
major factors of community assessments: interpersonal relationships, 
community facilities and services, environmental setting, community 
physical appearance, and local government. Community satisfaction is 
conceptualized as a multidimensional variable. Therefore, assessing 
the effects of factors of community assessments on overall community 
satisfaction can indicate which factors are more appropriate to 
measure the broader concept of cocrcunity satisfaction. 
The third objective is to assess a causal model of migration. 
The theoretical framework of this phase of study is based on Speare's 
model of residential mobility .with some modifications. Firstly, 
Speare 's model deals with residential mobility in a metropolitan 
setting, while this study deals with migration in nonmetropolitan 
communities. Hence, the intermediate variables in Speare's model 
(i.e., residential satisfaction and the wish to move) are translated 
into community satisfaction and migration intention . Secondly, since 
this study is formulated within the context of nonmetropolitan repopu-
lation, a number of contextual variables describing the objective 
community conditions are included in the analysis. Thirdly, not only 
migration intention per se, but also intended destination and intended 
migration direction are investigated in this study. 
As can be observed, these three objectives are related to each 
other in an hierarchical order; i.e., to achieve the third objective, 
knowledge and understanding of the relationships in the first and 
second objectives are essential. Therefore, they can be regarded as 
the three consecutive stages of the study and their analytical 
frameworks are represented diagramatically by Figures 1, 2, and 3, 
respectively, on the following pages. 
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Throughout the study, migrant status and housing type will re-
ceive particular attention. Their roles in the three stages of 
analysis will be assessed from two standpoints, both as independent 
variables affecting the dependent variables and as factors affecting 
the relationship between other independent variables and the dependent 
variable. For example, in the second stage of the analysis, at least 
three steps will be carried out: 
1. Both migrant status and housing type will be taken as inde-
pendent variables. 
2. Migrant status as independent variable and housing type as 
factor; i.e., separate analyses will be performed for mobile home 
dwellers and other residents. 
3. Housing type as independent variable and migrant status as 
factor; i.e., separate analyses for recent migrants and long estab-
lished residents. 
Specific Questions and Hypotheses 
Based on the review of literature and the analytical framework 
discussed in the last section, a number of hypotheses and specific 
questions were derived. Since the issues are numerous, hypotheses re-
lating to differentials by migrant status and housing type are not 
spelled out explicitly. Rather, issues concerning the first phase 
of the study are presented in the form of questions to which answers 
are sought. 
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Compositional characteristics 
1. Age 
2. Socio-economic status 
a. education 
b. income 
c . occupation 
3. Religion 
4. Household size 
s. Marital status 
6. Home ownership 
Community attachment 
1 . Community satisfaction 
2. Participation in community event 
3 . Feeling of acceptance 
4. Kinship ties 
Friendship ties 
Consumer behavior 
(Purchase goods and services 
outside of communit ) 
1. Furniture and major appliances 
2. Clothing 
3. Banking 
4. Medical & dental services 
5. Appliances repairs 
6. Legal services 
7. Entertainment 
Po t ential contributions for 
community betterment 
1. Agree to a 1% local sales tax 
increase 
2. Give a half day's pay 
3 . Give spare time one evening a 
week 
4. Give two hour's pay 
5. Act as chairman of a committee 
6. Serve on a committee 
7. Sign a petition 
Figure 1. Differential analyses by migrant status and housing type. 
Assessments of connnunity 
attributes (5 dimensions 
derived by factor analysis 
of 26 items) 
Personal 
characteristics 
Figure 2. Analytic framework for the relationship between factors 
of community assessment and community satisfaction 
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I Migra;,t status I 
I Housing type I 
Other personal 
characteristics 
Objective community 
attributes 
Migration 
expectations 
I Migrauon] 
1. Migration 
intention 
2. Intended 
destination 
(Utah-nonUtah) 
3. Intended 
direction 
(Metro-nonme tro) 
Figure 3. Hypothesized causal ordering of a model of community geographic mobility 
w 
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The specific questions are as follows: 
1. How are the recent inmigrants different from the settled in-
migrants and natives in terms of socioeconomic and demographic char-
acteristics? 
2. How are the recent inmigrants different from the other resi-
dents in terms of various dimensions of community attachment; i.e., 
feeling of acceptance, community satisfaction, participation in com-
munity events, kinship ties, and friendship ties? 
3. How are the recent inmigrants different from the other resi-
dents in terms of consuming behavior (purchase goods and services 
outside of community)? 
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4. Are the recent inmigrants willing to contribute more (or less) 
for the purpose of community betterment? 
5. What will be the answers of the above questions when they 
are directed to the mobile home dwellers when compared with the con-
ventional home residents? 
The hypotheses are as follows: 
1. The concept of community satisfaction is not adequately 
measured by perceptions of community facilities and services; other 
dimensions such as local government and interpersonal relations also 
exert ·· significant effects on overall community satisfaction. 
2. Community satisfaction is affected most strongly by the 
factors of assessments of community attributes. 
3 . The pattern of the factors of assessments of community 
attributes affecting community satisfaction depends on migrant status. 
4. The pattern of the above said factors affecting community 
satisfaction depends on housing type. 
5. There is a threshold effect of community satisfaction on 
expecting to move. 
6. There is a threshold effect of community satisfaction on 
actual migration. 
7. Community satisfaction mediates most of the effects of the 
background variables on migration intention. 
8. Community satisfaction exerts the strongest effects on mi-
gration intention. 
9. Migration is a planned rational behavior; i.e., migration 
is affected significantly by the intention to move. 
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10. The effect of migration intention on actual migration depends 
on migrant status. 
11. The effect of migration intention on actual migration depends 
on housing type . 
12. The effect of migration intention on actual migration depends 
on migrant status and housing type. In other words, the said effect 
is different among the four groups of residents: 
(a) recent migrants staying in mobile homes, 
(b) recent migrants not staying in mobile homes, 
(c) long established residents staying in mobile homes, and 
(d) long established residents not staying in mobile homes. 
13. Religion exerts significant effects on intended destination 
in terms of Utah/non-Utah communities. 
14 . Previous non-Utah exposure exerts significant effects on 
intended destination in terms of Utah/non-Utah communities. 
15. State of birth (Utah/non-Utah) exerts significant effects 
on intended destination in terms of Utah/non-Utah communities. 
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16. Migrant status exerts significant effects on intended migra-
tion direction in terms of metropolitan or nonmetropolitan bound. 
CHAPTER IV 
DATA AND METHODS 
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This chapter covers three sections: data, methods of analysis, 
and operationalization of variables. The first section discusses the 
sources of the data, the data collection procedure, the sample size, 
the unit of analysis, etc. The second section deals with the statisti-
cal methods in the analysis and the ways to test the hypotheses, if 
applicable. The operationalization of the independent and dependent 
variables is discussed in the third section. 
The Data 
The major part of the data comes from a survey of the male or fe-
male heads of households in eight nonmetropolitan communities in 
Utah taken in the fall of 1975. The sample communities had popula-
tions ranging from 1,350 to 6,300 and were experiencing different 
patterns of growth and development. In defining the boundary of a 
community, the Enumeration Districts (ED) maps provided by the Bureau 
of the Census were used. Since some communities were 11boom towns, 11 
sampling from telephone directories will be biased in that the recent 
inmigrants may be underrepresented and those without telephones will 
be neglected. Sample households were selected through mul ti-stage 
sampling procedures. First of all, detailed block maps were prepared 
for each community and sample blocks were chosen following a systematic 
sampling met hod. Afterward, a systematic sampling procedure was used 
to identify households on the sample blocks to be queried, resulting 
in a sample of 2,000 households. After the elimination of vacant 
houses, vacationers, seasonal workers, and a small portion of those 
residents who were physically unable to respond, the sample was re-
duced to 1,603 households. A questionnaire consisting of more than 
200 items was then administered among the heads of these chosen house-
holds. Special mailings and follow-up telephone calls were used to 
improve the response rate. Finally, 1,126 completed questionnaires 
were returned, with a response rate of 70.3 percent. 
The questionnaire elicited information on a variety of topics 
including all those which are incorporated into the present research. 
Furthermore, household information was collected separately on a 
household enumeration sheet by the interviewer when he/she delivered 
the questionnaire. The separation of the questionnaire from the house-
hold information is one of the several ways to assure that no individual 
identification of the responses would be made. Household information 
includes housing type, name, age and sex of each member, and his/her 
relation to the household head. Therefore, several variables such 
as housing type, household size, etc., can be derived. 
As previously noted, migration is the final dependent variable 
in the path model of the third phase of the study. In order to de-
termine whether a household has moved within a certain period, com-
parison over two points in time is needed. In this study, longitudinal 
comparison is possible since a follow-up survey was conducted in the 
spring of 1979, three and one-half years after the first survey. The 
length of the period between the two surveys is regarded as preferable, 
since a previous study (Bach and Smith, 1977) found that the three-year 
migration interval is more appropriate than the one-year or the 
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eight-year intervals when testing Speare's model. In the follow-up 
survey, all the housing units which were queried in the first survey 
were recontacted, and a portion of new households was sampled. The 
design of the household enumeration sheet and the data collection in 
the follow-up survey are exactly the same as that of the first one, 
while the questionnaire was slightly modified. Since the household 
enumeration sheet provides detailed information on the name, age, sex 
of each member, and his/her relation to the household level, comparison 
of the household information of the sample housing unit over the two 
points in time can indicate if the household has moved. In order to 
distinguish those who moved out of the community (migration) from 
t hose who moved to other housing units in the same community (residential 
mobility), the 1979 telephon& directories were utilized. More speci-
fically, the procedures were as follows: 
1. Household information over 19J9 and 1975 was compared; 
(a) if it was the same, then the household was classified 
as 11 no move"; 
(b) if it was different, then proceeded to step (2). 
2. The 1979 telephone directory was checked; 
(a) if the name of the head or his/her spouse was in the 
directory, then the household was classified as "resi-
dential move11 ; 
(b) if no identification could be made in the telephone 
directory, then the household was classified as "migra-
tion11. 
This method of determining migration is not error-free, due to 
the deaths of some aged respondents and some other reasons. (e.g . ,a 
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residential move by households which did not have a telephone in both 
1975 and 1979 might have been regarded as a move out of the community.) 
Due to the first reason (death of aged respondents), a few cases are 
classified as "unknown" in the migration variable. For the other 
sources of error, it is assumed that the results are not at all sig-
nificantly biased since cases which are not sure for the migration 
variable occupy just a very small portion of the sample. 
In addition to the above information, this study requires data 
on the community level. Fortunately, the Community Economic Facts, 
which is prepared annually by the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research of the University of Utah, provides detailed information on 
social, demographic, economic, governmental, and commercial aspects 
of each community in Utah. Variables obtained from this source in-
clude population size in 1975, population growth from 1975 to 1978, 
urban accessibility (distances from the closest SMSA and interstate 
highway), and l evel of economic activity (per capita retail sales). 
Another source for contextual information is the AnnuaZ Report of the 
Utah Department of EmpZoyment Security (1975). Three more variables 
(i.e., energy development status, unemployment rate, and per capita 
income) are hence obtained. However, the data from thi.s source are 
on the county level. Communities belonging to the same county, i.e·., 
Richfield and Salina (Sevier County), Duchesne and Roosevelt (Duchesne 
County), are therefore assigned the same value in the three variables 
just mentioned. 
The unit of analysis in this study is household rather than in-
dividual. Except for the contextual variables, all variables measure 
the position of the response of either the entire household (e.g., 
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household size, family income) or the household head (e.g., age , occu-
pation, education). 
The questionnaire is included in the Appendix. 
Methods of Analysis 
Our discussion of the methods of analysis is structured around 
the three phases of the study . Within each phase, more than one 
method may be used. 
Phase 1 
The objective of this phase is to assess four dimensions of 
di f ferent ials by migrant status and housing t ype. The four dimensions 
of differentials are: personal characteristics, community attachment, 
consuming behavior, and potential contributions for community better-
ment. For each dimension there are several variables or indicators. 
First, for the comparison of characteristics, frequencies distribution, 
the i ndex of dissimilarity (Duncan and Duncan, 1955) and the index of 
net difference (Lieberson, 1976) will be used. The index of dissimilar-
ity indicates t he absolute difference between two groups, while the 
index of net difference yields the direction as well as the magnitude 
of difference by taking into account the ordinal information if the 
v ariables are measured in ordinal scale . In addition, chi-square 
will be used for the significance test. Gamma and Gramer's V will be 
used for measuring the degree of association for ordinal and nominal 
variables, respectively. Among the many measures of association for 
nominal variables, Gramer ' s V was chosen because it has a lower limit 
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of zero and an upper limit of unity; therefore, more plausible com-
parisons across variables can be made . For most of the other measures, 
the upper limit is not always l and it usually depends on the number 
of rows and columns of the table. 
Secondl y, for the dimension of community attachment, there are 
five variables of which feeling of acceptance is ordinal and the others 
can be regarded as interval variables . Chi-square and Gamma will still 
be used for the significance test and the degree of association between 
fee l ing of acceptance and migrant status and housing type. For the 
other four indicators, a one-way analysis of variance (AOV) will be 
used along with the means and standard deviations. 
Thirdly, for the dimensions of consuming behavior and potential 
contribution, chi-square and Gamma will be used since all the vari-
ables in those two dimensions are measured in ordinal scale. 
Phase 2 
The objective of this phase is to examine the pattern of rela-
tionship between the factors of community assessments and overall 
community satisfaction for the entire sample as well as for specific 
subgroups (e . g., mobile home dwellers, recent migrants, etc.). Until 
recently, community satisfaction has been measured only by facilities 
and services. In this study, overall community satisfaction is con-
ceptualized as a multi-dimensional variable, and in this phase we 
intend to know to what extent overall community satisfaction is affected 
by each of the factors of community assessment among groups · of respond-
ents with different migrant status and/or housing type. 
In the first place, factor analysis will be performed on 26 rele-
vant items to discover the important dimensions of assessments. 
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Preliminary data analysis (using the method of principal components 
with iteration and varimax rotation) indicates that there are five 
key factors of community assessments: interpersonal relationship, 
community services and facilities, environmental setting, community 
physical appearance, and local government. In the actual analysis, 
principal component method and oblique rotation will be used for 
factor extraction and rotation, respectively. The VARIMAX rotation 
produces factors orthogonal (uncorrelated) to each other. The oblique 
rotation method is more flexible because the factor axes need not be 
orthogonal and it is more realistic because the theoretically important 
underlying dimensions are not assumed to be unrelated to each other. 
After the factors of community assessments are derived, factor scores 
will be computed. These factor scores will then serve as independent 
. 
variables in the regression analysis. 
After the factor variables have been created, multiple regression 
analysis will be used to achieve the objective of this phase. The 
rationale to use this technique is that the standardized and un-
standardized regression coefficients are needed for comparison of 
independent variables within model and for comparison of the effects 
of an independent variable across two populations, respectively. The 
dependent variable, overall community satisfaction, is measured by an 
ordinal scale . However, since its range is long (9 points) and its 
frequencies di stribution resembles a truncated normal distribution, 
community satisfaction is assumed to be in an interval scale. The 
independent variables are classified into three major sets: factors of 
community assessments, personal characteristics, and objective com-
munity conditions. Comparisons of the effects of the three sets of 
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variables on overall community satisfaction will be made. The standard 
F-test in the general linear model will be used for testing the sig-
nificance of individual independent variables. 
Migrant status and housing type will serve both as independent 
variables as well as factors affecting the relationship between other 
independent variables and community satisfaction. For instance, when 
migrant status serves as independent variable and housing type as 
factor, separate analyses will be performed for the mobile home 
dwellers and the other residents. To see how the pattern of factors 
of community assessments affecting community satisfaction changes under 
specific conditions, standardized regression coefficients will be 
used to determine the order of importance. For instance, the order 
of importance of the factors of community assessments for the recent 
migrants might be : community physical appearance, local government, 
community services and facilities, environmental setting, and inter-
personal relationship, while that for the long established residents 
might be: interpersonal relationship, local government, community 
services and facilities, community physical appearance, and environ-
mental setting. Furthermore, unstandardized regression coefficients 
will also be used to see how differently an i ndependent variable 
functions in two populations. 
To test the equality between coefficients in two regressions, 
Chow's test (Chow, 1960; Specht and Warren, 1975) will be used. 
(RS - RS ) /m 
u 
F = --"":Rc::S,.....-,/n-=--
u 
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where RSP is the sum of squares of the residuals assuming the 
equality , 
Phase 3 
RSu is the sum of squares of the residuals without assum-
ing the equality, 
m is the number of coefficients to be tested, 
n is the degree of freedom for the model without assuming 
the equality. 
The objective of this phase is to assess a causal model of migra-
tion. The causal order of the variables are hypothesized in Figure 3. 
Same as the well known model of mobility in the literature (Speare, 
1974; Bach and Smith, 1977), community satisfaction and migration 
intention are the two intermediate variables which are assumed to be 
mediating the effects of tbe exogeneous variables on the dependent 
variable. The coefficients of a full path model will be estimated. 
In other words, each of the variables in the earlier stages is assumed 
to be affecting variables in the later stages. 
Prior to the estimation of the path coefficients, hypotheses 5 
and 6 will be tested. Hypothesis 5 states that there is a threshold 
effect of community satisfaction on migration intention. Hypothesis 
6 states that there is a threshold effect of community satisfaction on 
actual migration . The task of testing those two hypotheses can be 
accomplished by analyzing t he conditional probability of migration 
intention and migration on each level of community satisfaction. 
To estimate the path coefficiente, both least square regress ion and 
discriminant analysis will be used. 
Operationalization of Variables 
Major variables 
The following major variables are derived from the questionnaire 
and the household information. The question numbers in the descrip-
tion (e.g., Q3, Q69, etc.) refer to the question numbers in the ques-
tionnaire which is included in the Appendix. 
Migrant status. This is developed based on the respondent's 
resid~nce history, length of residence in the current community, and 
birthplace. Two variables will be formed. The first variable will be 
categorized as: 1 = recent migrants, 2 = settled migrants, and 3 = 
natives. "Natives" refers to those respondents who were born in the 
community in which they were residing at the time of the survey and 
who listed no other residence in the ,residence history. "Settled 
migrants" consists of those who migrated to their current community 
before 1970. "Recent migrants" are those who migrated into the 
community since 1970. The rationale to choose 1970 as the cut-off 
point is two-fold. First, this date is generally regarded as the 
starting point for the resurgence of nonmetropolitan population 
growth. Second, previous studies indicate that integration to the 
community occurs after five years of residence (Lansing and Mueller, 
1967; Lowry, 1966). The second variable will be a dichotomy with 
1 = recent migrants and 0 = long established residents (settled 
migrants and natives together). The first variable will be used in 
the differential analysis, while the second will be used in regression 
and path analysis. 
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Housing type. This is a dichotomy with 1 = nonconventional 
housing (mobile homes), 0 =others. This information is in the house-
hold enumeration sheet . 
Community satisfaction. This variable is measured by ordinal 
scale (Q3), similar to the measurement by Marans and Rodgers (1975). 
Since the range of the scale is pre t ty long (nine- point scale), and 
its frequencies distribution resembles a truncated normal distribution, 
this variable can be regarded as a truncated interval variable. A 
second variable in the dichotomous scale will be receded for dis-
criminant analysis based on the threshold level on migration intention. 
Migration intention. This is a dichotomous variable with 1 = 
yes, 0 =no (Q69) . 
Intended migration destination. This is a dichotomy with 1 
Utah, 0 =non-Utah (Q70) . 
Intended direction. This is a dichotomy with 1 = metropolitan, 
0 = nonmetropolitan (Q70) . To create this variable, the community 
of intended destination is translated into the five-digit "FIPS" code 
and classified as metropolitan or nonmetropolitan according to Brown 
and Beale's metropolitan adjacency codes (Brown, 1975). The metro-
politan adjacency codes have nine categories and they are receded 
into two in this study. 
Migration. Migration is a dichotomy with 1 = moved away from the 
community between the two points in time, end of 1975 and 1979, 0 = 
no move. 
Factors of community assessments. As mentioned earlier, five 
factors are derived from 26 specific items which are selected from 
Question 22 (1) to Question 22 (40). Factor scores are computed to 
represent each factor. More detailed discussion on the selection of 
the specific items and the factor analysis is provided in Chapter VI. 
~- This is age of the household head in interval scale. 
Education. Education is a seven categories ordinal variable 
(Question 46A in the questionnaire). 
~· Income is an ordinal variable measured by Question 55. 
Occupation. This variable is measured by Duncan's SES index 
(Q47). 
Religion. This is a dichotomy with 1 = LDS, 0 =others (Q53). 
Household size. This is the number of persons in the household. 
This variable is created from the household information. 
Marital status. This is a nominal variable measured by Q44. 
Relevant dummy variables will be created for regression analysis. 
Home ownership. This is a dichotomy with 1 = home ~wners, 0 
renters. 
Kinship ties. This is a continuous variable ranging from 0 to 1 
to measure the relative strength of the respondents' kinship ties in 
the community. It is developed by taking the ratio of the number of 
relatives in the community to the number of total relatives (Q30k 
and Q30L) . 
Friendship ties. This is a continuous variable similar to kin-
ship ties. It is created from Q30H and Q30G. 
Non-utah exposure. This variable is created based on the resi-
dence history questions with 1 = have non-Utah exposure, 0 = does not 
have non-Utah exposure. 
Participation in community events. An interval variable measured 
by Question 37. 
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Feeling of acceptance . This is an ordinal variable with three 
categories: 1 = fully accepted, 2 = partially accepted, and 3 = not 
at all accepted (Q57). 
Consuming behavior. (Purchase of goods and services outside of 
the community . ) There are seven variables of this dimension and all 
of them are ordinal with 1 = all, 2 = most, 3 = few, 4 = none (Q36A -
Q36G). 
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Potential contribution for community betterment. There are seven 
variables also in dichotomous scale, with 1 = yes and 0 = no (Q25A -
Q25G). 
The following contextual variables a r e coded from the Utah Com-
munity Economic Facts (Bureau of Economic and Business Research, 1975) 
and the Annual Report of the Utah Department of Employment Security 
(1975) . A more detailed discussion on the objective conditions of 
each community is pr ovided in Chap ter V. 
Urban accessibility. There are two indicators both in interval 
scale: 
(a) Distance in miles from closest SMSA. 
(b) Distance in miles from closes t interstate highway . 
Population size. Size of the community population in thousands 
in 197 5 . 
Population growth. The percent of population growth be t ween 
1970 and 19 75 . 
Energy development. A dichotomy based on the percent of labor 
force in mining industries with 1 = high energy development 
and 0 = low energy development . 
Level of economic activity. There are three indicators of this 
concept, all in interval scale: 
(a) Per capita income--measured in thousand (DOD's) dollars. 
(b) Per capita retail sales--measured in thousand (ODD's) 
dollars. 
(c) Unemployment rate--percent of unemployed among the 
labor force. 
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CHAPTER V 
THE SETTINGS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 
The Settings 
Utah, known as the core of the Mormon culture region, is unique 
in its socio-demographic setting. The state's population in 1975 was 
estimated to be 1,203,000 (Bureau of Business and Economic Research, 
1975), of which 70.7 percent are members of the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter-Day Saints 1 (LDS or Mormons). Utah's total fertility rate 
of 3.2 is the only rate among the states still high enough to main-
tain a three child family, and its crude birth rate of 26 is double 
the national rate (U.S. Department• of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
1977). The state also ranks third in life expectancy, it has par-
ticularly low mortality for cancer and cirrhosis of the liver, and 
its population has the highest median years of education among all 
the states {Lyon et al., 1976). Previous research indicates that the 
role of religion in making Utah an unusual social and demographic 
setting is of utmost importance. 
The historical pattern of population changes for Utah and its 
counties has been discussed in Chapter II under the overview of non-
metropolitan population turnaround. The population sizes and changes 
in the six counties and eight communities involved in this study are 
presented in Table 4. As can be observed from the table, four 
1Membership total supplied by the Church of Jesus Christ of 
Latter-Day Saints, Historical Department. 
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of the six counties and four of the eight communities lost popula-
tion during the decade 1950-1960. Grand County and Moab City had an 
annual percent growth of 23.3 percent and 26.8 percent, respectively, 
due to Moab's early energy development. The other counties and com-
munities remained relatively stable with very small growth rates. 
During 1960-1970, three counties and two communities still lost popu-
lation. However, during the first half of the 1970's, all the counties 
and communities except Grand County were growing. The rates of in-
crease were notably high in communities related to energy development. 
Duchesne and Roosevelt experienced an annual percent increase of 
40.3 percent and 34.9 percent, respectively. 
The locations of the eight communities are shown in Figure 4. 
All of the communities are located at some distance from the major 
Utah metropolitan complexes and all of them are closer to the Provo-
Orem SMSA than to the Salt Lake-ogden SMSA. Since each community has 
its unique characteristics, they will be discussed one by one in the 
following paragraphs. 
Panguitch is located at the southern part of the state on Utah 
Highway 89 (US89), 235 miles south of Salt Lake City. Its distance 
to the nearest interstate access, I-15, is 45 miles. Panguitch func-
tions as county seat for Garfield County. Both Garfield County and 
Panguitch experienced net outmigration during the 1950's and 1960's. 
During the period 1970-75, small annual growth rates were observed 
(1.5 percent for Garfield County and 0.5 percent for Panguitch). The 
population sizes in 1975 were estimated to be 3,400 for Garfield 
County and 1,350 for Panguitch. Panguitch is the smallest town among 
the eight communities included in this study. It also ranks first in 
Table 4. Population sizes and changes in six counties and eight communities in Utah: 1950-1978 
PoEulation Annual % change County/community 1950- 1960- 1970- 1975- 1977-1950 1960 1970 197 5 1977 1978 1960 1970 1975 1977 1978 
Garfield County 4,151 3,577 3,157 3,474 3,503 3,548 -1.4 -1.2 2.0 0.4 1.3 
Panguitch 1,501 1,435 1,318 1,350 1,550 1,650 - .4 - . 8 0.5 7.4 6.5 
Millard County 9,387 7,866 6,899 7,535 8,425 8,679 -1.6 -1.1 1.8 5.9 3.0 
Delta 1,703 1,576 1,610 1, 700 1,900 2,100 - . 7 0.2 1.1 5.9 10.5 
Sevier County 12,072 10,565 10,103 12.992 14,908 15,420 -1.3 -0.4 5.7 7.4 3.4 
Richfield 4,212 4,412 4,471 5,100 5,400 5,900 0.5 0.1 2.8 2.9 9.3 
Salina 1,789 1, 618 1,494 1,800 1,800 1,850 -1.0 -0.8 4.1 0.0 2.8 
Grand County 1,903 6,345 6,688 5,781 6,329 6,524 23.3 0.5 -2.7 4.7 3. 1 
Moab 1,274 4,682 4,793 6,000 6,400 6,600 26.8 0.2 5.0 3.3 3. 1 
Duchesne County 8,134 7,179 7,299 13,553 12,948 13,015 - -1.2 0.2 17. 1 -2.2 0.5 
Duchesne 804 770 1,094 3,300 2,200 1,900 -0.4 4.2 40.3 -16.7 -13.6 
Roosevelt 1,628 1,812 2,005 5,500 4,500 4,200 1.1 1.1 34.9 -9.1 -6.7 
Uintah County 10,300 11,582 12,684 17,834 18,342 18,718 1.3 0.9 8.1 1.4 2.0 
Vernal 2 ,845 3,655 3,908 6,300 6,700 7,000 2.8 0.7 12.2 3.2 4.5 
Sources: (a) Data for 1950, 1960, and 1970 are compiled from the census reporS, Bureau of the Census. 
(b) County data for 1975, 1977, and 1978 are compiled from the Population Projections for 
Utah Counties: 1975- 2010 by Yun Kim and Katsauki Oki, Department of Sociology, Utah 
State University, 1979. 
(c) Community data for 1975, 1977, and 1978 are compiled from Utah Community Eoonomio Faots 
"' by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Utah, 1975-1978. 
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unemployment rate (14.4 percent). Its economic base relies on sawmill 
products and textiles, and the larger nonmanufacturing employers in 
town are government, schools, and hospital. The closest college to 
Panguitch is Southern Utah State College in Cedar City, which is 70 
miles away in the south. 
Richfield and Salina lie in the central portion of the state, 
within the boundary of Sevier County. Richfield, located on highway 
US89 and 160 miles from Salt Lake City, functions as the county seat 
for Sevier County. Salina lies in close proximity to interstate high-
way routes I-15 and I-70, and has benefited from developments in agri-
business and coal exploration. Both Sevier County and Salina have 
witnessed recent reversals of the net outmigration trends of the 1950's 
and 1960's. Richfield, au the other hand, did not lose population 
after 1950 and continued to grow in the 1970's. The population sizes 
of Richfield and Salina in 1975 were eotimated to be 5,100 and 1,800 re-
spectively. The economic base of Richfield relies on government, edu-
cation, health care, and small scale manufacturing in clothing and 
soft drinks. The Sevier Valley Technical College in town has an 
enrollment of about 300. In contrast, Salina's economy realies heavily 
on turkey processing, coal exploration, and oil and gasoline transport. 
Delta also lies in the central portion of the state, within 
Millard County, and 140 miles south of Salt Lake City. During the 
first half of the 1970's, though both Delta and Millard Counties stopped 
losing population, the migration reversals are not at all apparent. 
As a matter of fact, their population sizes were smaller in 1975 than 
in 1950. Delta had 1,703 people in 1950 and in 1975, only 1,700. The 
corresponding figures for Millard County are 9,387 and 8,000. However, 
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since 1976, Delta has been experiencing the rapidly "booming" process 
of population growth due .. to the possible construction of the MX missiles. 
Its population in 1978 was estimated to be 2,150, a 24 percent increase 
since 1975. The recent trends in population change, nonetheless, are. 
not the focal point of this study, since the data were collected in 
1975. In 1975 the largest employer in Delta was the Millard County 
School District, with 140 employees, and a beryllium factory, with 
820 employees. 
Moab, like Panguitch, is the most remotely situated with regard 
to the metropolitan complexes in Utah. It lies about 235 miles and 
190 miles southeast from Salt Lake City and Provo, respectively. Moab 
is the county seat for Grand County and serves as the gateway point 
for Arches and Canyonlands National Parks. Grand County has exhibited 
continuous net outmigration since 1960, which followed a population 
boom in the 1950's associated with extensive uranium exploration. In 
1975 there was still 16 percent of the labor force in Grand County 
engaged in energy development. For Moab, although the population 
growth almost stagnated in the 1960's, an annual percent growth of 
5 percent was obtained during the period 1970-75. In 1975, Moab's 
·population was estimated to be 6,000. Its economic base relies heavily 
on uranium mining, textiles, government, and tourism. 
Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Vernal, situated from 120 to 180 miles 
east of Salt Lake City, lie in the energy-rich Uintah Basin in the 
northeast corner of the state. Both Duchesne and Roosevelt are lo-
cated in Duchesne County, one of the nonmetropolitan counties in 
Utah which have witnessed a drastic migration reversal in the 1970's. 
Both Duchesne County and the community of Duchesne lost population in 
t he 1950's, and grew slowly in the 1960's, while Roosevelt continued 
to grow after the 1950's. The most drastic growth occurr ed during 
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the first half of the 1970's. From 1970 to 1975, Duchesne city ex-
perienced an annual growth of 40.3 percent and the population size in-
creased from 1,094 to 3,300, a three-fold increase. For Roosevelt, 
the annual percent increase was 34.9 and the population grew from 
2,005 to 5,500, a more than two-fold increase. Both communities, how-
ever, have been declining in size since 1975. Duchesne can even be 
viewed as having recently experienced the t ypical "boom" and "bust" 
phases often associated with energy development. The data of this 
study were collected in the fall of 1975 when both the two communities 
started losing population. 
In 1975 , 19.5 percent of the labor force in Duchesne County were 
engaged in energy development. Duchesne's economy relies heavily on 
the oil industry, while Roosevelt's economy relies on electricity and 
communication , as well as education and government. The economic 
activities in Duchesne City, however, are not prosperous at all, as 
evidenced by its per capita retail sales of $2 0,100 compared to 
Roosevelt's $61,700 . 
Vernal is the county seat of Uintah County. It is located on 
highway US40, 180 miles east of Salt Lake City, and also in close prox-
imity to Dinosaur National Monument. Both Uintah County and Vernal 
reversed the outmigration patterns of the 1950's and 1960's during 
the first half of the 1970's, and their populations are still growing. 
In 1975, Vernal's population was estimated to be 6,300, the largest 
among the eight communities included in this study. In 1975, 16.1 
percent of the labor force in Uintah County was engaged in energy 
development. Vernal's economic base relies on education, goverment, 
commerce, energy development as well as tourism. Its amount of per 
capita retail sales, $71,600 in 1975, ranks first among the eight 
communities. 
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For the sake of convenience and clearer understanding, the objective 
attributes of the eight communities are summarized in Table 5. 
As a whole, four of the eight communities, i.e., Moab, Duchesne, 
Roose\·lt and Vernal can be classified as communities of High energy 
impact. The other four are communities of governmental and educational 
services or agribusiness. The communities of high energy impact have 
the lowest unemployment rates and have witnessed a larger degree of the 
migration reversals in the 1970's. 
Characteristics of the Sample 
As mentioned earlier , the data consist of 1,126 completed question-
naires. The sample size by communities are as follows: Panguitch, 164; 
Richfield, 152; Salina, 143; Delta, 153; Moab, 160; Duchesne, 61; 
Roosevelt, 143; Vernal, 150. 
Of the entire sample, 75.6 percent are members of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Lattar-Day Saints, 86.3 percent own their home, 16.8 
percent are staying in the mobile homes and 44.0 percent do not own 
any amount of land. The majority of the respondents .are currently 
married (86.0 percent); never married occupies only 2.0 percent; the 
widowed and the divorced or separated occupy 9.4 percent and 2.0 
percent respectively. The median age of the household heads is 45.7, and 
the modal category of age is between 45 and 64 years old (31.5 percent 
of the sample). The average household size is 3.25. As high as 48.2 
Table 5. Objectl.ve attributes of the eight nonmetropolitan communities (1975) included in the study 
Distance from SMSAa 
(miles) % of labar force Economic activities 
Comntunity in 
Salt Lake City Provo energy developmentb Per capita Per capita Unemplgyment 
incomeb retail sales a r a te 
(in 100 dollars) (in 100 dollars) 
Panguitch 235 190 1.7 35 .0 36.8 14.4 
Richfield 160 110 1.3 38.0 58.3 6.6 
Salina 140 95 1.3 38 . 0 50 . 9 6.6 
Delta 140 95 2. 6 37.0 51.4 6 . 3 
Moab 235 190 16.0 44.0 31.9 5.9 
Duchesne 120 100 19 . 5 39.0 20.1 6.3 
Roosevelt 150 122 19 . 5 39.0 61.7 6.3 
Vernal 180 150 16.1 37 . 0 71.6 6.0 
Sources : aData compiled from the Utah Community Eaonomia Faats by the Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research, University of Utah, 1975. 
bData compiled form the 1975Annual Report of .Utah Department of Employment Seaurity. 
"' 1.1>
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percent of th<o household heads had some college or higher education, 
only 18.1 percent with a formal education less than high school. On the 
other hand, 31 percent have a family income less than $8,000 a year, 
and 20.9 percent earns $16,000 or above. There is only a small portion 
of the respondents who are unskilled laborers or unemployed, 5.2 percent 
and 1.8 percent, respectively. In terms of political affiliation, 
republicans, moderate or strong, occupy 36.8 percent of the sample, 
democrats occupy 29.3 percent, and there is a wide margin, 29.6 percent, 
of no party affiliation. 
With respect to the migration information, there are 30.0 percent 
recent migrants, 48.3 percent settled migrants and 21.7 percent natives. 
In 1975, 22.8 percent of the responent expressed an intention to move 
out of Utah during the coming few years and 14.8 percent intended to 
move to other communities in Utah. During the period 1975 and 1979, 
11.2 percent have made at least one residential move within their comm-
unity and 26.9 percent have moved out of their community. 
For more detailed information of the sample, one can refer to the 
Appendix of the study in which the marginal frequencies of the major char-
acteristics of the respondents in each of the eight communities are included. 
The proportions of LDS, mobile home dwellers, recent inmigrants, 
intended outmigrants (migration intention), and actual migration by 
community are shown in Table 6. 
Table 6. Percent LDS, mobile home dwellers, recent inmigrants, 
migration intention and migration by community 
Mobile home Recent Migration 
Community (N) LDS dwellers inmig:rants intention 
Panguitch (164) 92.0 8.5 22 .2 30.7 
Richfield (152) 90.7 9.2 23.3 21.6 
Salina (143) 90.2 14.7 25.0 23.3 
Delta (153) 87.8 6.5 17.7 25.5 
Moab (160) 30.5 28.8 32.2 36.4 
Duchesne (61) 61.7 60.7 44.8 67.9 
Roosevelt (143) 71.8 23.8 52.3 51.9 
Vernal (150) 67.1 8.7 32.1 45.8 
Migration 
24.7 
23.8 
20.7 
16.7 
26 .9 
48.3 
43.0 
27.2 
"' 
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CHAPTER VI 
DIFFERENTIALS BY MIGRANT STATUS AND HOUSING TYPE 
This chapter covers the differences in socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics and in three dimensions of community life (community 
attachment, consuming behavier, ~d potential contributions) by migrant 
status and housing type. The differences in the various dimensions 
mentioned above among the recent inmigrants, settled inmigrants and 
natives are assessed in the first section. Special emphases are put on 
the contrast between the recent inmigrants and the other two groups of 
residents; i.e . , settled in-migrants and natives. The second section 
deals with the differences between the mobile home dwellers and the 
conventional home residents. In the third section, we investigate the 
two way effects of migrant status and housing type on the various dimen-
sions of differentials. The methods of analysis in the chapter are mainly 
two- and three-way crosstabulation and analysis of variance. Chi-square 
is employed for the significance test. Two statistics, Gamma and 
Cramer's V are used to measure the strength of association. Gamma is 
used for the relationships between two ordinal variables while Cramer's 
V is used for the relationship involving at least one nominal variable. 
There are quite a few statistics available measuring the strength of 
association for nominal variables. Cramer's V is chosen because it has 
an upper limit of unity and a lower limit of zero which make comparison 
across two relationships more plausible. For most other measures of 
association, the upper and lower limit usually depend on the number of 
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rows and columns of the table. Furthermore, for the comparisons of 
social, economic and demographic characteristics among various groups 
of migrant status and housing type, the index of dissimilarity and the 
index of net difference are utilized. The index of dissimilarity in-
dicates the absolute difference between two groups and it ranges from 
0 to 100. The index of net difference gives the direction as well as 
the magnitude of difference by taking into account the ordinal inform-
ation if the variables are measured in ordinal scale. It ranges from 
-1 to +1. 
Differentials by Migrant Status 
Table 7 shows the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
of the recent inmigrants, settled inmigrants and native residents. As 
can be seen from the table, all the relationships are significant at at 
least .OS level. More specifically, age of household head, education, 
spouse education, political affiliation, religious preference, housing 
type, home ownership, amount of land owned and household size are 
significant at .001 level; marital status is significant at .01 level; 
occupation, family income and spouses's work status are significant at 
.OS level. In terms of degree of association, the absolute values of 
Gamma range from .079 (occupation) to .456 (horne ownership). In other 
words, among the ordinal variables, occupation has the weakest relation-
ship with migrant status while home ownership has :the strongest. The 
values of Cramer's V are enclosed by parentheses and they range from 
.099 (marital status) to .188 (religious preference). Therefore, among 
the nominal variables, marital status has the weakest relationship with 
migrant status while religious preference has the strongest . 
Table 7. Selected characteristics of recent in- migrants, settled in-migrants and native residents 
Recent Settled Index of Index of 
In-migrants In-migrants Natives 
'X. ... Gamma Dissimilarity Net Difference Characteristics (R) (S) (N) (Cramer ' s V) R vs N S vs N R VS N S vs N 
*** Age of household head 187.7 .415 41.70 11.10 - .437 -.039 
Less than 30 40 . 0 10.6 19 . 6 
30 - 44 38 . 7 22.8 17.4 
45 - 64 15.7 39.9 34.2 
65+ ' 5.6 26.7 28.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 100 . 0 
(N) (305) (491) (219) 
tledian 31.64 51.79 51.40 
Mean 35.97 52 . 09 50.63 
** Marital status 19.3 (. 099) 9.8 3.75 
Never married 2.3 1.0 2.4 
Married 90.7 _84.9 _82.0 
Divorced-separated 3.0 2. 7 1.9 
Widowed 4.0 11.3 13.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (300) (477) (211) 
*** Education 56.7 - .180 20.35 12. 25 .243 .076 
Grade school 1.7 5.3 4 . 9 
Some high school 12.0 14.8 12 .1 
High school graduate 25.7 34.7 42.7 
Some college 36.7 23.7 32.0 
College graduate 17. 3 11.4 . 7.3 
Graduate work 6.7 10 .0 1.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (300) (472) (206) " 0 
Table 7. Continued 
Recent Settled Index of Index of 
In-migrants In-migrants Natives ~t Gamma Dissimilarity Net Difference Characteristics (R) (S) (N) (Cramer's V) R vs N S VS N R vs N s VS N 
* Occupation 18.94 .079 13.20 12.00 -.l12 -.139 
Upper white collar 47.4 46.1 34.2 
Lower white collar 9.3 13.5 14.7 
Upper blue collar 20.3 22.5 25.5 
Lower blue collar 22.3 15.6 23.4 
Unemployed 0. 7 2 . 3 2.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (291) (436) (184) 
* Family income 22.13 -.108 l1.20 9.00 .146 .058 
Under $4000 7 .o 13.9 15.4 
$4000 - $7999 15.8 19.8 18.6 
$8000 - $l1999 33.3 24.5 31.9 
$12000 - $15999 22.1 20.9 16.0 
$16000 - $24999 17.9 15.3 15.4 
$25000+ 3.9 5.6 2.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (285) (41!5) (188) 
Spouse education 44.o8*** 
-.245 23.45 7.10 .301 .076 
Grade school 3.0 4.3 6.1 
Some high school 8.2 16.1 16.7 
High school graduate 25.4 36.0 37.2 
Some college 36.6 26.5 30.0 
College graduate 16.8 9.5 8.3 
Graduate work 10.1 7.6 1.7 
..... Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 .... 
(N) (268) (422) (180) 
Table 7. Continued 
Recent Settled Index of Index of 
In-migrants In-migrants Natives 
-;;t• Gamma Dissimilarity Net Difference Characteris t ics (R) (S) (N) (Cramer's V) R vs N S VS N R vs N S vs N 
* Spouse's work status 12.58 .131 10.50 3.00 -.109 -.023 
Full time 54.2 40.7 43.7 
Part time 11.4 15.2 13.2 
Not working 34.4 44.1 43.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (273) (408) (174) 
Political affiliation *** 27.97 (.120) 13.60 3.05 
Republican 28.7 40.8 40.3 
Democrat 27.3 30.1 29.4 
American 5.5 2.8 1.0 
Independent 36.5 25.9 27.9 
Other 2.0 0.4 1.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (293) (471) (201) 
Religious preference *** 68.23 ( .188) 29.80 14.15 
L.D.S. 61.8 78 . 4 91.6 
Protestant 17.1 10.4 2.0 
Ca tholic 7.2 3.6 0.5 
Other 6.1 4.7 2.0 
None 7.8 3.0 3.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (293) (472) (203) 
.... 
N 
Table 7 o Continued 
Recent Settled 
In- migrants In-migrants Natives 
Characteristics (R) (S) (N) 
Housing type 
Mobile home 26o3 l3o2 lO oO 
Conventional home 73o7 86o8 90o0 
Total lOO oO lOOoO lOOoO 
(N) (304) (492) (221) 
Home ownership 
Yes 75o4 90o5 92o6 
No 24 o6 9o5 7o4 
Total lOOoO lOOoO lOO oO 
(N) (301) (485) (216) 
Amount of land owned 
None 64o0 38o3 25o5 
Ut to 5 acres 29o7 40o5 42 o6 
5+ acres 6o3 21.2 31.9 
Total lOO oO lOOoO lOOoO 
(N) (286) (45 2) (204) 
::z'" Gamma (Cramer's V) 
*** 32oll 0 371 
*** 45 o02 - o456 
*** 96ol7 o440 
Index of 
Dissimilarity 
R vs N S vs N 
l6o 30 3o20 
17o20 2 ol0 
38 o50 l2 o80 
Index of 
Net Dif ference 
R VS N s VS N 
-ol63 - o032 
ol72 o021 
- o453 -ol67 
" w 
Table 7, Continued 
Recent Settled 
In-migrants In-migrants Natives . Gamma 
Characteristics (R) (S) (N) A. (Cramer's V) 
*** Household size 66.13 
1 member 6.8 14.6 16.3 
2 members 21.3 34.8 36.5 
J members 20.9 13.3 18.8 
4 members 25.0 13.5 10.6 
5 members 15.9 12.0 7.7 
6 members 5.4 7.4 6.7 
members 3.7 2.8 2.9 
8+ members 1.0 1.7 0.5 
Total 100 .0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (296) (460) (208) 
Mean 3.60 3.17 2.91 
* p <. .05 
** p < .01 
*** p <. • 001 
-- Index of Net Difference not appropriate for nominal variables 
Mean Index of Dissimilarity (R vs . N) : 20.89 
Mean Index of Dissimilarity (S vs. N) : 7.89 
-.199 
Index of 
Dissimilarity 
R vs N S vs N 
26.00 9.05 
Index of 
Net Difference 
R vs N S vs N 
.270 .130 
..... 
..,.. 
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The Chi-square test and the degree of association give us general 
measures of the relationships becween migrant status and each character-
istic. However, we also intend to examine how the recent inmigrants and 
the settled inmigrants are different from the native residents. To 
accomplish this task, the index of dissimilarity and the index of net 
difference demonstrate to be the most appropriate tools. For the 
nomial variables, no index of net difference has been computed since 
this index is applicable only to variables of ordinal scale. 
As can be observed, the index of the dissimilarity becween recent 
inmigrants and natives is larger than that between settled inmigrants 
and natives in all socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. The 
same pattern is found for the index of net difference except occupation. 
The mean index of dissim~arity of all characteristics between recent 
inmigrants and natives is 20.89. On the contrary, the corresponding 
figure becween settled inmigrants and natives is only 7.89. All in-
dications are that recent inmigrants are ve ry different from the other 
two groups of respondents (settled inmigrants and natives) who are 
similar to each other in terms of va rious socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics. 
More specifically, recent in-migrants are much younger than settled 
inmigrants and natives. Forty percent of the former are less than 30 
years old while only 10.6 percent and 19.6 percent for the latter cwo 
groups, respectively, fall within this age category. The mean ages for 
recent inmigrants, settled inmigrants and natives are 35 .97, 52.09 and 
50.63 and the medians are 31.64, 51.79 and 51.40, respectively. 
It is worthy of noting that the difference between mean and median 
age of the recent inmigrants is quite large (4.33 years). This is 
Table 8. Feeling of acceptance by migrant status 
Migrant status 
Feeling of Recent Settled 
acceptance In-migrants In-migrants 
Fully 42.7 71.0 
Partially 44 . 9 26.7 
Not at all 8.0 2.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (301) (487) 
L 
.X = 78 . 29 
p <. . 0001 
Gamma = -.438 
Natives 
79.4 
20.1 
0.5 
100.0 
(214) 
" 
"' 
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because the mean age of this group is pulled up by a small portion of 
aged newcomers. In terms of marital status, recent inmigrant are more 
likely to be married and much less likely to be widowed . They are also 
in a better socioeconomic status as measured by education, occupation, 
family income, and spouse's education. Recent inmigrants are also 
found to be more politically independent. As high as 36.5 percent of 
the newcomers have no party affiliation comparing to 25.9 percent for 
the settled inmigrants and 27.9 percent for the natives. Although the 
proportion of LDS among recent inmigrants is much less that that among 
the other two groups, LDS remain as the dominant majority (61 . 8 percent). 
Recent inmigrants are also more likely staying in mobile homes, less 
likely to own home and much less likely to own land than the settled 
inmigrants and natives. Finally, the household sizes of the recent 
migrants are found to be much larger than that of the latter two groups. 
The mean household size for the three groups of respondents are 3.60, 
3.17 and 2.91 respectively. This may be attribut ed to the large propor-
tion of currently married and the small proportion of widowed among 
the newcomers. 
The respondents' feeling of acceptance by their migrant status is 
shown in Table 8. As the table indicates, the relationship is highly 
sigificant (p< . 0001) with a chi-square value of 78.29. A Gamma val ue 
of -.438 indicate that the association is very strong. Noreover, the 
relationship is found to be monotonic i ncreasing, i.e., the longer the 
respondent resides in the community, the more likely he feels being 
accepted. Only 42.7 percent of the respondents who are recent in-
migrants feel fully accepted by the community. For the natives, as 
high as 79.4 percent of the respondent feel so. 
Table 9 presents the results of community satisfactionJparticipation, 
Table 9. Community satisfaction, participation, kinship ties and friendship ties broken down by 
migrant status 
Mean Analysis of Variance 
Dependent variables Recent Settled Source D.F. Mean Square F Eta Square(~) 
In-migrants In-migrants Natives 
*** Community satisfaction 5 . 08 5.99 6.47 Between 2 135.72 39.47 . 074 
groups 
Within 993 3 . 44 
groups 
Participation in 2.06 1.97 2.32 Between 2 8. 71 1.94 .004 
community events groups 
Within 944 4 . 50 
groups 
*** Kinship ties 16.26 30.83 46.58 Between 2 53363.20 60.56 . ll8 
groups 
Within 910 881 . 13 
groups 
*** Friendship ties 45.48 70.00 75.74 Between 2 68703.94 64.91 .126 
groups 
Within 899 1058.49 
groups 
*** p <. . 0001 
._, 
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kinship-ties and friendship ties broken down by migrant status. The 
analysis of variance is carried out instead of crosstabul,ation analysis 
because these four variables are in interval scale . . As can be seen from 
th e table, the F values indicates that there is no difference in part-
i cipation in community events among responden~s of various migrant 
status but there are a great deal of differences in community satisfact-
ion, kinship ties and friendship ties. From the mean values of these 
variables, it is apparent that recent inmigrants are less satisfied, 
have much weaker kinship ties and friendship ties in comparison with 
settled inmigrants and natives. 
The patterns of consuming behavior by migrant sta t us are shown in 
Table 10. Consuming behavior is measured by the amount of goods and 
services purchased outside of the community in which the respondents 
• 
are residing. It is argued that if residents frequently purchase goods 
and services in city centers outside of community, more linkages will 
be built up between the community and the outside world. The community 
then is less likely to be isolated and more likely to receive urban 
influences. 
As table 10 indicates, four of the seven categories of goods 
and services are related to migrant status significantly. The four 
categories are: clothing, furniture and major appliances, appliances 
repairs and entertainment. In other words recent inmigrants are more 
likely to purchase these goods and services outside the community than 
settled migrants and natives . On the other hand, no significant 
differences are observed in services such as banking, medical, dental 
and legal services. A vast majority of the residents purchase these 
services in their community. 
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Table 10. Consuming behavior (purchase goods and services outside of 
community) by migrant status 
Migrant status 
Recent Settled X~ Goods and service In-migrants In-migrants Natives Gamma 
Clothing 22.62 *** .194 
All 10.7 7 .l 3.6 
Most 43.9 35.3 32.6 
Few 32.5 37.6 43.5 
None 12.8 20.0 20.2 
Total 99.9 100.0 99.9 
(N) (289) (450) (193) 
*** Furniture & major appliances 32.94 .145 
All 31.3 15.7 17.9 
Most 23.2 21.5 21.9 
Few 16.9 27.4 27.0 
None 28.5 35 . 4 33.2 
Total 99.9 100.0 100.0 
(N) (284) (446) (196) 
Banking 10.46 .120 
All 14.4 11.1 6.8 
Most 4.9 3.5 6.3 
Few 9.5 7.3 9.4 
None 71.2 78.0 77.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (285) (423) (191) 
Medical & dental services 10.61 .126 
All 13.2 9.0 8.5 
Most 16.0 13.8 9.0 
Few 25.0 27.3 26.5 
None 45.8 49.9 56.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (288) (443) (189) 
** Appliances repairs 19.95 .129 
All 10.9 10 . 6 4.4 
Most 11.3 5.6 8.2 
Few 9.1 6.4 12 . 0 
None 68.6 77.4 75.4 
Total 99.9 100.0 100.0 
(N) (274) (425) (18 3) 
Table 10. Continued 
Goods and service 
Legal services 
All 
Most 
Few 
None 
Total 
(N) 
Entertainment 
All 
Most 
Few 
None 
Total 
(N) 
** p <. .01 
*** p <.. • 001 
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Migrant status 
Recent Settled . 
In- migrants In- migrants Natives :;1.. Ganuna 
9.54 .009 
18.5 13.9 16.9 
5.4 3.7 8.5 
8.9 8.5 9.0 
67.2 73.9 65.5 
100.0 100.0 99.9 
(259) (410) (177) 
*** 22.69 . 143 
ll . 5 8.0 7.1 
28.0 17.4 25.1 
38.4 43.1 33.3 
22 . 2 31.5 34.4 
100 . 1 100.0 99.9 
(297) (425) (183) 
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Table 11 shows the potential contributions for community better-
ment by migrant status. As: can be seen from the table, the residents 
are more willing to help solve their community problems in terms of 
activities less involved with monetary contributions and leadership 
responsibilities regardless of their migrant status. Among the three 
options of monetary contribution included in the study, "give two hours' 
pay" is the most acceptable one. Local sales tax increse, give a half 
day's pay, and act as chairman of a committee are the items with least 
proportion of favourable responses. 
When the items of potential contributions are crosstabulated by 
migrant status, it is found that six of the seven items are signif-
icant at least at .01 level. In other words, recent migrants are sign-
ificantly more willing than the settled migrants and natives to help 
their community to solve its problems through various activities, with 
the exception of "give a half day's pay". 
In sum, recent migrants who moved into the nonmetropolitan comm-
unities since 1970 are found to be significantly different from settled 
migrants and natives in various ways. Firstly, in terms of socio-
economic and demographic characteristics, they are much younger, of 
larger household size, higher in socioeconomic status, more likely to 
be politically independent, less likely to be Mormons, more likely to 
stay :in mobile home and much less likely to own land and their home, 
in comparison with the established residents. Secondly, in terms of 
community attachment, they have weaker friendship ties and kinship ties 
in town and they feel more dissatisfied to and less accepted by the 
community. Thirdly, they are much more likely to purchase goods and 
services outside the community and hence more likely to facilitate the 
Table 11. Potential contributions for community betterment by migrant status 
Migrant status 
Potential contributions Recent In-migrants Settled In-migrants Natives 
Agree to a 1% local sales 
tax increase 
Yes 37 .0 31.9 22.4 
No 63.0 68.1 77.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (289) (451) (196) 
Give a half day's pay 
Yes 36.7 31.0 39.8 
No 63.3 69.0 60.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (289) (451) (196) 
Give two hour's pay 
Yes 52.6 41.2 42.9 
No 47.4 58 . 8 51.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (289) (451) (196) 
Act as chairman of a committee 
Yes 38.1 27.5 26.0 
No 61.9 72.5 74.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (289) (451) (196) 
:X. .. 
** 11.56 
5.41 
** 9.67 
** 11.58 
Gamma 
.196 
- .017 
.137 
.186 
00 
w 
Table 11. Continued 
Potential contributions Recent In-migrants 
Serve on a committee 
Yes 76.1 
No 23.9 
Total 100.0 
(N) (289) 
Give spare time one evening 
a week 
Yes 77.9 
No 22 .1 
Total 100.0 
(N) (289) 
Sign a petition 
Yes 83 .7 
No 16.3 
Total 100.0 
(N) (289) 
** p <. .01 
*** p <. . 001 
Migrant status 
Settled In-migrants Natives 
67.0 64.8 
33.0 35 . 2 
100.0 100.0 
(451) (196) 
62.3 61.2 
37.7 38.8 
100.0 100.0 
(451) (196) 
65.0 63.3 
35.0 36.7 
100 . 0 100.0 
(451) (196) 
-;t'-
** 9.36 
*** 22.80 
*** 35.85 
Gamma 
.173 
.250 
.324 
00 
..,. 
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the linkages berween metropolitan complexes and nonmetropolitan commun-
i ties. Fourthly, though they are more dissatisfied to the community and 
demand more community facilities and services, they are much more 
willing to give help for community betterment through various activities 
and contributions including leadership responsibilities and monetary 
contributions. The only exception is "give a half day 1 s pay". 
Differentials by Housing rype 
Table 12 shows the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics 
of the mobile home dwellers and the conventional home residents. As 
the table indicates, nine of the thirteen characteristics are sign-
ificantly related to housing type. Age of houshold head, occupation, 
political affiliation, religious preferences, migrant status, and 
amount of land owned are significant at .001 level; educational, spouse 
education and household size are significant at .05 level. No sign-
ificant relationship is found between housing type and the rest of the 
characteristics, i.e., marital status, family income, spouse's work 
status and home ownership. 
Among the characteristics in ordinal scales, amount of land owned 
has the highest degree of association with housing type, with a Gamma 
value of .583. Correspondingly, it also has the highest index of 
dissimilarity and index of net difference. The o ther ordinal charact-
eristics with a Gamma value over .350 include age of household head, 
migrant status and occupation. 
For the characteristics in nominal scale, the values of Cramer 1 s V 
range from .077 to .223, indicating that religious preference has the 
Table 12. Selected characteristics of mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents 
Mobile home Conventional home Gamma Index of Index of 
Characteristics dwellers residents :X.. ... (Cramer's V) Dissimilarity Net Difference 
---
*** Age of household head 48.11 .387 21.05 -.292 
Less than 30 37.6 17.5 
30 -44 27.0 26.2 
45 -64 26.5 32.5 
65+ 9.0 23.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (189) (930) 
Ned ian 36 . 60 t7.~l Mean 39.61 8. 9 
(S.D.) (15.31) (17.76) 
Marital status 6.30 (. 077) 6.35 
Never married 2.8 1.8 
Married 90.5 85.1 -
Divorced-separated 1.7 2.8 
Widowed 5.0 10.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (179) (879) 
* Education 12. 7l .118 11.00 -.088 
Grade school 4.5 4.1 
Some high school 16. 8 13.3 
High school graduate 33.0 33.8 
Some college 35.2 28.0 
College graduate 7.8 12 .7 
Gradua te work 2.8 8.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (179) (870) OJ 
a-
Table 12. Continued 
Mobile home Conventional home Gamma Index of Index of 
Characteristics dwellers residents x' (Cramer's V) Dissimilarity Net Difference 
*** Occupation 43.66 -.360 24.15 .270 
Upper white collar 24.8 47.6 
Lower white collar 13.9 11.8 
Upper blue collar 24.8 21.9 
Lower blue collar 35.8 16.7 
Unemployed 0.6 2.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (165) (803) 
Family income 8.26 -.020 9.85 .016 
Under $4000 10.9 12.5 
$4000 - $7999 14.5 19.7 
$8000 - $11999 33.9 26 . 8 
$12000 - $15999 22.4 19.7 
$16000 - $24999 16.4 16.4 
$25000+ 1.8 4.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (165) (811) 
* Spouse education 14.59 .126 7.45 -.097 
Grade school 10.3 3.5 
Some high school 14 .2 14.7 
High school graduate 32.9 32.3 
Some college 25.8 30.8 
College graduate 10.3 11.3 
Graduate work 6.5 7.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (155) (778) ~ 
Table 12 . Continued 
Mobile home 
Characteristics dwellers 
Spouse ' s work status 
Full time 46.6 
Part time 10.4 
Not working 43.0 
Total 100.0 
(N) (163) 
Political affiliation 
Republican 21.5 
Democrat 34.3 
American 2.9 
Independent 39.5 
Other 1.7 
Total 100.0 
(N) (172) 
Religious preference 
LDS 54 .6 
Protestant 21.8 
Catholic 6 . 3 
Others 9.2 
None 8.0 
Total 99.9 
(N) (174) 
Conventional home 
'X .. residents 
1.32 
45.0 
13.8 
41.2 
100.0 
(754) 
22.34 
39.9 
28.-3 
3.1 
27.6 
1.0 
100.0 
(858) 
51.94 
79.8 
8.9 
3.7 
3.7 
3.8 
99.9 
(863) 
Gamma 
(Cramer's V) 
.001 
*** ( .14 7) 
*** (. 223) 
Index of 
Dissimilarity 
3.40 
18.60 
25.20 
Index of 
Net Difference 
- .002 
00 
00 
Table 12. Continued 
Mobile home 
Characteristics dwellers 
Migrant status 
Recent in-migrants 47.9 
Settled in-migrants 38.9 
Natives 13.2 
Total 100.0 
(N) (167) 
Home ownership 
Yes 84.7 
No 15.3 
Total 100.0 
(N) (183) 
Amount of land owned 
None 72.0 
Up to 5 acres 22.3 
5+ acres 5.7 
Total 100 . 0 
(N) (175) 
Conventional home 1 
residents X. 
*** 32.11 
26 . 4 
50.2 
23.4 
100.0 
(850) 
.34 
86.6 
13 . 4 
100.0 
(891) 
*** 69.58 
38.1 
40.4 
21.5 
100.0 
(829) 
Gamma Index of 
(Cramer's V) Dissimilarity 
.371 21.50 
-.079 1.90 
.583 33.90 
Index of 
Net Difference 
-. 240 
.019 
-.364 
CX> 
"' 
Table 12 . Continued 
Characteristics 
Household size 
1 member 
* 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8+ members 
Total 
(N) 
Mean 
(S.D.) 
p <. .OS 
** p <. .01 
*** p <. . 001 
Mobile home Conventional home z~ dwellers residents 
* 20.81 
9.3 13.4 
24.2 32.4 
22.0 16.0 
24.7 14.S 
u.s 12.0 
4.4 6.9 
2.2 3.3 
1.7 1.5 
100.0 100.0 
(182) (883) 
3.36 3.22 
(l.S6) (1. 76) 
-- Index of Net Difference not appropriate for nominal variables 
Mean Index of Dissimilarity : 1S.44 
Ganuna 
(Cramer's V) 
-.09S 
Index of Index of 
Dissimilarity Net Difference 
16.40 .080 
"" 0 
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highest degree of association with housing type. 
More specifically, mobile home dwellers are much younger than the 
residents who stay in the conventional housing. As large as 37.6 percent 
of the mobile home dwellers are less than 30 years in age and only 9.0 
percent of them are 65 years old or over. In contrast, the corresponding 
figures for the conventional home residents are 17.5 percent and 23.8 
percent. The means ages for the two groups of respondents are 39.61 
and 48.79 and the medians are 36.60 and 47.61, respectively . The mobile 
home dwellers also have a larger percentage of married and a smaller 
percentage of widowed in comparison with the conventional home residents. 
The difference, however, is not profound enough to be significant. In 
terms of socioeconomic status, the mobile home dwellers are found to 
be in a comparativelly. lower position. They are slightly less educated, 
much more likely in. blue collar occupation, and with spouse of slightly 
less education. However, they earn almost the same amount of family 
income as do the conventional home residents. The mobile home dwellers 
are also much more likely to be politically independent; as high as 39.5 
percent of them have no party affiliation as compared to 27.6 percent 
for the conventional home residents. Moreover, they are less likely to 
be members of the dominant church (LDS), much less likely to own land 
and on the average have a larger household size. Finally, the mobile 
home dwellers compose a large proportion (47.9 percent) of recent 
migrants, while the majority of the conventional home residents are 
settled migrants. It is argued that this difference in compos ition 
of migrant status is the very reason why the mobile home dwellers are 
much younger and of larger household size. 
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Table 13 presents the feeling of acceptance of residents in 
different housing arrangements. The difference in feeling of acceptance 
berween the mobile home dwellers and the conventional home residents 
are highly significant (p < .0001). As high as 57.8 percent of the 
former group feel just partially accepted or not at all accepted by the 
community. On the other hand, the dominant majority (69.8 percent) 
of the residents who stay in conventional housing feel fully accepted. 
The chi-square value for the relationship is 57.15. The degree of 
association (Gamma = -.508) is even stronger than the degree of assoc-
iation between feeling of acceptance and migrant status. 
Table 14 presents the results of community satisfaction, partic-
ipation in community events, kinship ties and friendship ties broken 
down by housing type. As the F values in the analysis of variance 
indicate, there are significant differences in community satisfaction, 
participation in community events, and friendship ties between respond-
ents of different housing arrangement. ~~re specifically, the mobile 
home dwellers are less satisfied with the community, less likely to 
participate in community events and have much weaker friendship ties. 
In terms of kinship ties, the difference is not significant berween the 
rwo groups of respondents. 
The purchasing behavior of specific goods and services by housing 
type are shown in Table 15. As the table indicates, all the items of 
goods and services but legal services are significantly related to 
housing type. The Gamma values of the significant relationships are all 
larger than .2. Therefore, the mobile home dwellers are much more apt 
to purchase their goods and services outside the community in terms of 
Table 13. Feeling of acceptance by housing type 
Feeling of 
acceptance 
Fully 
Partially 
Not at all 
Total 
(N) 
.::~:' = 57.15 
p <. . 0001 
Gamma = -.508 
Mobile home 
dwellers 
42.2 
47.8 
10.0 
100.0 
(180) 
Housing tyEe 
Conventional home 
residents 
69 . 8 
27 . 5 
2.7 
100.0 
(877) 
"' w
Table 14. Community satisfaction, participation, kinship ties and friendship ties broken down by 
housing type 
Mean (S.D.) Analysis of Variance 
Dependent variables Mobile Conventional Source D.F. Mean Square F Eta Square ( 7() 
home home 
Community satisfaction 4.82 5.99 Between 1 *** 209 .87 57.99 .050 
(2.00) (1. 88) groups 
Within 1096 3.62 
groups 
** Participation in 1.65 2.14 Between 1 34.44 7.70 .008 
community events (2 0 09) (2.12) groups 
Within 1006 4.47 
groups 
Kinship ties 25.03 30.12 Between 1 3450.90 3.47 .004 
(32.66) (31. 32) groups 
Within 984 994.86 
groups 
Friendship ties 51.82 65.91 Between 1 *** 24711.07 22.92 .023 
(38.69) (33 . 67) -groups 
Within 965 1196.18 
groups 
** p <. .01 
*** p ~ .0001 
"' 
"' 
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Table 15. Consuming behavior (purchase goods and services outside of 
community) by housing type 
Housing t;n~e 
Mobile home Conventional home ::x.· Goods and Services d10ellers residents Gamma 
*** Clothing 17.18 .266 
All 12.0 7.4 
Most 47.3 34.7 
Few 28.1 38.5 
None 12.6 19.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (167) (834) 
*** Furniture & major appliances 24.91 .260 
All 34.5 18.5 
Most 23.2 21.8 
Few 16.1 25.3 
None 26.2 34 .5 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (168) (827) 
** Banking 11.52 .219 
All 17.0 9.5 
Most 7.3 4.4 
Few 6.7 8.7 
None 69.1 77.5 
Total 100.1 100.1 
(N) (165) (803) 
*** Medical & dental services 21.98 .236 
All 20.1 8.4 
Most 14.8 13.6 
Few 24.3 26.2 
None 40.8 51.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (169) (817) 
*** Appliances repairs 37.41 .406 
All 20.0 7.6 
Most 14.4 6.7 
Few 7.5 8.5 
None 58.1 77.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (160) (788) 
Table 15. Continued 
Goods and services 
Legal services 
All 
Most 
Few 
None 
Total 
(N) 
Entertainment 
All 
Most 
Few 
None 
Total 
(N) 
** p< .01 
*** p <.001 
Housing tyPe 
Mobile home Conventional home 
dwellers residents 
17.6 
4.7 
6.1 
71.6 
99.9 
(148) 
14.2 
31.5 
32.7 
21.6 
100.0 
(162) 
15.7 
5.0 
9.2 
70.1 
100.0 
(762) 
8.0 
20.5 
40.5 
31.1 
100.1 
(791) 
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Gamma 
1.69 -.014 
*** 19.24 .263 
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clothing, furniture and major applicance, banking, medical and dental 
services, applicance repairs and entertainment. 
Table 16 shows the potential contributions for community betterment 
by housing type. As the chi-square values indicate, there are no 
meaningful differences between respondents of different housing type 
in three of the seven possible ways of contribution, namely , "agree to 
a 1 percent local sales tax increase 11 , "act as chairman of a committee" 
and "give spare time on evening". For three other kinds of activities, 
1\ 
i.e., "give a half day's pay", "give two hour's pay" and serve on a 
committee", the mobile home dwellers are more reluctant to give help to 
enhance community development. However, they are more willing than 
the other residents to "sign a petition". 
In sum, residents who stay in the mobile homes are found to be 
significantly different from the other residents in most of the basic 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. They are much younger; 
have a larger household size; and consist of a large proportion of 
recent migrants. They also locate at comparatively lower position in 
terms of socioeconomic status. They are more likely to be politically 
independent, much less likely to be members of the dominant church and 
much less likely to own any amount of land. In general, they belong 
to the lower stratum of the community, and for sure they are not the 
core residents of the community if not marginal to it. Naturally , they 
are more detached from the community life, less satisfied with the 
community , have weaker friendship ties, and more reluctant to participate 
in community events. It is also found that they are much more likely 
to purchase their foods and services outside of the community. In 
Table 16. Potent~al cont~~but ~ons for community betterment by housing type 
Housing ty2e 
}lobile home Conventional home L 
Potential contributions dwellers residents ~ Gamma 
Agree to a 1% local sales .09 - .036 
tax increase 
Yes 29.9 31.4 
No 70.1 68.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (174) (850) 
Give a half day's pay 9.66 ** -.297 
Yes 23.0 35 . 5 
No 77.0 64.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (174) (850) 
* Give two hour's pay 5.61 -.208 
Yes 35.1 45.2 
No 64.9 54.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (174) (850) 
Act as chairman of a committee .01 * -.013 
Yes 29.3 29.9 
No 70.7 70.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (174) (850) 
"' co 
Table 16. Continued 
Mobile home 
Potential contributions dwellers 
Serve on a committee 
Yes 59.8 
No 40.2 
Total 100.0 
(N) (174) 
Give spare time one evening 
a week 
Yes 70.7 
No 29.3 
Total 100.0 
(N) (174) 
Sign a petition 
Yes 77.6 
No 22.4 
Total 100.0 
(N) (174) 
* p < . OS 
** p < .01 
Housing t):'l'e 
Conventional home 
residents 
70.6 
29.4 
100.0 
(850) 
65.5 
34.5 
100.0 
(850) 
66.8 
33.2 
100.0 
(850) 
X .. 
** 7.37 
1.50 
** 7. 28 
Gamma 
-.235 
.118 
.264 
<0 
<0 
100 
terms of potential contributions to the community , they are more rel-
uctant to give help except symbolic supports s uch as "sign a petition". 
Therefore, the mobile home dwellers are in vivid contrast to the recent 
inmigrants who are especially enthusiast i c to help improving their 
communities. 
Differentials by Housing rype and Migrant Status 
From findings in the last two sections, it is known that the recent 
inmigrants are more likely than the settled inmigrants and natives to 
stay in the mobile homes. It is also known that recent inmigrants 
compose nearly half (47.9 percent) of the mobile home dwellers . Yet 
findings imply that the two groups of respondents (recent inmigrants 
and mobile home dwellers) are different in socioeconomic characteristics 
and various aspect of community life. The most contrasti ng point 
between the two groups is that the recent inmigrants are much more 
willing and enthus i astic to give help f or community betterment whereas 
the mobile home dwellers are more reluctant than other residents in 
contributing to the community except symbolic support s uch as "sign a 
petition". Thus, it is necessary to examine the two way effects of 
housing type and migrant status on various dimensions of community life 
and to compare the characteristics among the fo ur groups of respondents : 
recent inmigrants who stay in the mobile home, recent inmigrants who 
stay in conventional housing, old timers who stay in mobile homes , and 
old timers staying in conventional home . 
Table 17 shows the socioeconomic and demographic ch<cracteristics 
by housing type controlling for migrant status. As the table indicates , 
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among the recent inmigrant, there is not much difference in mean age 
between the mobile home dwellers and the conventional home residents 
whereas among the established residents, the conventional res ident s are 
significantly older than the mobile home dwellers. The median ages of 
the four groups of respondents,i.e., recent inmigrants in mobile home, 
recent inmigrants in conventional home, established residents in 
mobile home, and established residents in conventional home, are 31.50, 
31.61, 41.67 and 53.56, respectively. 
In terms of marital status, there is no significant difference 
between mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents after the 
effects of migrants status have been controlled. Recent inmigrants 
regardless of their housing arrangements are more likely to be married 
and less likely to be widowed. 
If ranked by socioeconomic status (SES) in descending order, the 
ranking of the four groups of respondents will appear as: recent 
inmigrants in conventional housing, established residents in conventional 
housing, recent inmigrants in mobile home, and established residents in 
conventional home. This pattern of ranking is observed in all indicators 
of SES except spouse's education in which recent inmigrants in mobile 
home are the highest among the four groups. Among the four indicators 
of SES (education, occupation, family income, and spouses's education) 
the more notable and consistent difference between mobile home dwellers 
and conventional home residents is found in occupation in which the 
mobile home dwellers are in a lower position regardless their migrant 
status. 
For spouse's (female) work status, there is no significant differ-
Table 17. Selected characteristics by housing type by migrant status 
Recent in- migrants Established residents 
Mobile Conventional X~ Gamma Mobile Conventional ~ Gamma Characteristics home residents· . (Cramer ' s V) home residents .X (Cramer's V) 
*** Age of household head 4.19 . 035 39 . 10 .491 
Less than 30 45. 0 38 . 4 31.0 10.9 
30 - 44 31.3 41.5 25.3 20.5 
45 - 64 15.0 15.6 36.8 38.4 
65+ 8.8 4.5 6 . 9 30 . 2 
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (80) (224) (87) (623) 
lied i an 31.50 31.61 41.67 53.56 
Mean 36.46 35.74 41.47 53.06 
(S.D.) (14.27) (12. 75) (14.59) (17.05) 
Marital status 3.58 ( .109) 4.19 (.078) 
Never married 2.5 2.3 2.4 1.3 
Married 92.4 90.0 88.1 83.4 
Divorced-separated 0 . 0 4.1 3.6 2.3 
Widowed 5.1 3 . 6 6.0 12.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.1 99.9 
(N) (79) (220) (84) (604) 
* Education 14.43 .283 4.59 .085 
Grade school 3 . 9 0 . 9 3.5 5.4 
Some high school 16.9 10 . 4 15.3 13 . 8 
High school graduate 26.0 25.2 42 . 4 36.4 
Some College 42 . 9 34.7 27.1 26.1 
College graduate 6. 5 21.2 9.4 10.3 
Graduate work 3. 9 7.7 2.4 7.9 
Total 100 . 0 100.0 100 . 1 99.9 ,_. 
(N) (77) (222) (85) (593) 0 N 
Table 17. Continued 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mobile Conventional L Gamma Mobile Conventional .. Gamma 
Characteristics home residents X (Cramer's V) home residents X (Cramer's V) 
** *** Occupation 17.31 .357 19.74 .329 
Upper white collar 27.4 54.4 24 . 4 45.2 
Lower white collar 13.7 7. 8 16 . 7 13.5 
Upper blue collar 27 . 4 17.5 24 . 4 23.2 
Lower blue col lar 31.5 19.4 33.3 15.7 
Unemployed o.o 0 . 9 1.3 2.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 . 0 
(N) (73) (217) (73) (217) 
* Family income 3.26 .128 11.30 -.072 
Under $4000 11.3 5.6 10.0 15.0 
$4000 - $7999 15.5 16 . 0 12.5 20.4 
$8000 - $11999 35.2 32.9 36.3 25.3 
$12000 - $15999 19.7 23.0 26.3 18.4 
$16000 - $24999 15.5 18.3 13.8 15.6 
$25000+ 2. 8 4.2 1.3 5.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.2 99.9 
(N) (71) (213) (80) (553) 
* Spouse education 12.54 .129 6 . 91 .221 
Grade school 8.7 1.0 8.5 4.3 
Some high school 7.2 8.6 19.7 15.8 
High school graduate 29.0 24.2 . 39.4 36 . 0 
Some college 29 . 0 38.9 25.4 27.9 
College graduate 14.5 17.7 5 . 6 9.6 
Graduate work 11.6 9.6 1.4 6.4 
Total 100.0 100 . 0 100.0 100.0 ..... 0 (N) (69) - (198) (71) (531) w 
Tabl e 17. Continued 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mobile Convent ional X~ Gamma Hobile Conventional 1. Gamma Characteristics home residents (Cramer's V) home residents X (Cramer' s V) 
Spouse ' s work status . 03 .015 2 . 30 -.080 
Full time 54.8 53.8 40.5 41.7 
Part time 11.0 11.6 9.5 15.4 
Not working 34.2 34. 7 50.0 42.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (73) (199) (74) (SOB) 
Political affiliation 8 . 95 (.175) ** 16 .56 ( .15 7) 
Republican 18.7 31.8 23.2 43.1 
Democrat 34.7 24.9 31.7 29.7 
American 2. 7 6.5 3. 7 2.0 
Independent 40.0 35 .5 41.5 24 .4 
Other 4.0 1.4 0 .0 0.8 
Total 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 
(N) (75) (211) (82) (590) 
** *** Religious preference 15.59 (.201) 27.39 (. 231) 
LDS 44.6 67.4 62.7 85.1 
Protestant 29.7 12 . 8 16.9 6.6 
Catholic 6.8 7.3 3.6 2.5 
Others B.l 5.5 9.6 3.0 
None 10.8 6.9 7.2 2.7 
Total 100.0 99.9 100.0 99.9 
(N) (74) (218) (83) (592) 
..... 
0 
.,. 
Table 17. Continued 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mob:Ue Conventional Gamma Mobile Conventional Gamma 
Characteristcs home residents :::t" (Cramer's V) home residents ::X."" (Cramer's V) 
Home ownersh;l.p 1.47 . 217 .11 - . 100 
Yes 81.0 73 . 3 89.7 91.4 
No 19.0 26.7 10.3 8.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (79) (221) (87) (614) 
*** *** Amount of land owned 19 . 17 .604 28.42 .487 
None 84.4 56.7 59.5 30.6 
Up to 5 acres 14.3 35.1 29 . 8 42.8 
5+ acres 1.3 8.2 10.7 26.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (77) (208) (84) (5 72) 
Household s;l.ze 5.32 .087 14.87 - . 122 
1 member 9.0 6.0 10.8 15 . 7 
2 members 17.9 22.6 28.9 36.2 
3 members 26.9 18.4 18 . 1 14.5 
4 members 24 . 4 25.3 22.9 11.1 
5 members 15 . 4 16.1 9.6 10.8 
6 members 3.8 6.0 6 . 0 7 . 4 
7 members 2.6 4.1 1.2 3.1 
8+ members 0.0 1.5 2.5 1.2 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (78) (78) (83) (585) 
Me;~n 3.41 3.67 3. 28 3. 06 
(S.D.) (1. 42) (1. 6 7) (1. 66) (1. 75) ,_. 
0 
* ** *** 
IJ> 
p <:..OS p ..::.. .01 p < .001 
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ence between respondents of different housing arrangements after migrant 
status has been controlled. Recent inmigrants regardless their housing 
type have a larger proportion of spouse working full time. 
For political affiliation, religious preference and amount of land 
owned, the effects of housing type are found to be greater than that 
of migrant status. In other words, the difference between mobile home 
dwellers and conventional home residents remains significance after 
the effects of migrant status has been controlled. More specifically, 
mobile home dwellers are more likely to be politically independent 
and less likely to be Republicans whereas conventional home residents 
are more likely to be Republicans and less likely to be Democrats. 
Recent inmigrants in mobile home have the smallest proportion of LDS 
(44.6 percent), followed by established residents in mobile homes, while 
established residents in conventional home have the largest proportion 
(85.1 percent). This ranking is also found in the amount of land owned. 
Finally, for homeownership and household size, the difference 
between mobile home dwellers and conventional housing residents losb 
its significance when migrant status is controlled. The high degree of 
significant difference in these two characteristics found in the last 
section is largely attributed to the effects of migrant status. 
Table 18 shows the feeling of acceptance by housing type by migrant 
status. Mobile home dwellers are much less likely to feel fully accepted 
by the community among both recent inmigrants and established residents. 
While the relationship is significant in both groups, comparison of the 
degrees of association (Gamma values) indicates more vivid contrast in 
feeling of acceptance between mobile home dwellers and conventional 
Table 18. Feeling of acceptance by housing type by migrant status 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Feeling of Mobile Conventional }labile Conventional 
acceptance home home home home 
Fully 36.3 50.9 48.8 77 . 1 
Partially 48.8 43.6 47.7 21.5 
Not at all 15.0 5.5 3. 5 1.5 
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 
(N) (80) (220) (86) (615) 
x•- 9.71 X - 30.98 
p <. .01 p <. • 0001 
Gamma = -.312 Gamma= -.543 
.... 
0 
" 
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home residents exists among the estabished residents. 
Table 19 presents the results of community satisfaction, part-
icipation, kinship ties and friendship ties broken down by housing type 
and migrant status. The difference in community satisfaction between 
mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents remains highly 
significant though the effects of migrant status have been controlled. 
This finding implies that mobile home dwelling as well as the recency 
of the residents are two causes of low satisfaction. On the contrary, 
kinship ties and friendships ties are basically functions of social 
bonds which take time to develop. Therefore, among the recent in-
migrants, no significant difference is found in these two indicators 
of community attachment between respondents of different housing type. 
Among the established residents, the strength of kinship ties is almost 
the same for mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents 
whereas the strength of friendship ties is much weaker for the former. 
Finally, it is interesting to note that recent inmigrants in convention-
al home have the highest participation in community events among the 
four groups of respondents whereas recent inmigrants in mobile home 
have the lowest. 
The patterns of consuming behavior by housing type ·and migrant 
status are shown in Table 20. As the table indicates, among the recent 
inmigrants, the purchasing behaviors of goods and services between 
mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents are not much 
different except medical and dental services, and appliances repairs 
which the mobile home dwellers are more likely to purchase outside of 
the community. On the contrary, among the established residents, mobile 
Table 19. Community satisfaction, participation, kinship ties and friendship ties by housing type 
by migrant status 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mean (S.D.) Mean (S.D.) 
Dependent Mobile Conventional 
Eta square ( -i) Mobile Conventional variables home home F home home F Eta square ( oL) 
*** *** Community 4.42 5.29 11.78 .038 5.26 6.26 23.49 .033 
satisfaction (2.00) (1. 91) (1. 88) (1. 77) 
** Participation in 1.41 2.29 10.13 .034 1.96 2.09 .26 .001 
community events (1. 78) (2.18) (lb. 41) (2. 09) 
Kinship ties 16.57 16.16 .01 .001 33 .36 35 .98 .42 .ool 
(28.04) (24.16) (35.08) (31. 94) 
*** Friendship ties 44.82 45.73 .04 .001 59.60 73.34 12.52 .020 
(38. 45) (32. 60) (37. 07) (30. 68) 
** p <. .01 
*** p < . 001 
.... 
0 
"' 
Table 20. Consuming behavior (purchase goods and services outside of community) by housing type by 
migrant status 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mobile Conventional Mobile Conventional 
::t" Goods and services home home ::C Gamma home home Gamma 
Clothing 7.76 .189 ** 13.39 .347 
All 14.7 9.4 7.9 5.8 
Most so. 7 41.3 50.0 32.5 
Few 20.0 37.1 34.2 40.0 
None 14.7 12.2 7.9 21.7 
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (75) (213) (75) (567) 
Furniture & major appliances 3.01 .173 16.85 *** .309 
All 38.7 28.8 30.7 14.5 
Most 22.7 23.1 26.7 21.0 
Few 16.0 17.3 17.3 28.6 
None 32.7 30.8 25.3 36.0 
Total 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 
(N) (75) (208) (74) (540) 
Banking * 2.61 .141 ll. 24 .279 
All 16.2 13.8 20.3 8.3 
Most 8.1 3.8 5.4 4.3 
Few 9.5 9.5 5 . 4 8.3 
None 66.2 72.9 68.9 79. 1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (74) (210) (74) (540) 
..... 
..... 
0 
Table 20. Continued 
Recent in-migrant Established residents 
l!obile Conventional XL 
Mobile Conventional L 
Goods and services home home Gamma home home :X. Gamma 
** ** Medical & dental services 12..11 .228 15.41 .210 
All 20.0 10.8 19.2 7.4 
Most 12.0 17.5 16.7 11.7 
Few 34.7 21.2 17.9 28.3 
None 33.3 50.5 46.2 52.5 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (75) (212) (78) ' (554) 
** *** Appliances repairs 14.67 .424 25.96 .420 
All 18.1 8 • .) 22.2 6.9 
Most 19.4 8.5 12.5 5.6 
Few 11.1 8.5 4.2 8.6 
None 51.4 74.6 61.1 78.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (72) (201) (72) (536) 
Legal services 1.04 - .109 1.36 .108 
All 17.2 19 .1 19.1 14.3 
Host 4.7 5.2 5.9 5.0 
Few 6.3 9.8 7.4 8.9 
None 71.9 66.0 67.6 71.9 
Total 100 . 1 100.1 100.0 100.1 
(N) (64) (194) (68) (519) 
.... 
.... 
.... 
Table 20 . Continued 
Goods and services 
Entertainment 
All 
Most 
Few 
None 
Total 
(N) 
* P <: . OS 
** p < .01 
*** p < .001 
Recent in-migrants 
Mobile Conventional 
home home 
12.7 11.1 
33.8 26.1 
26.8 42.0 
26.8 20.8 
100.1 100.0 
(71) (207) 
Established residents 
Mobile Conventional z .... Gamma home home 
5.32 . 043 
14.9 6 . 7 
31.1 18 . 2 
39.2 40.3 
14.9 34 . 8 
100.1 100 . 0 
. (74) (534) 
... 
..::{ 
19 . 06 
Gamma 
*** 
.405 
.... 
.... 
N 
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home dwellers are much more likely to purchase goods and services out-
side the community with the exception of legal services. By examining 
the frequency distributions, it is found that in general, the like-
liness to purchase goods and services outside the community in an 
increasing order is: established residents in conventional home, 
recent inmigrants in conventional home, established residents in 
mobile home, and recent inmigrants in mobile home. 
The potential contributions for community betterment by the four 
groups of respondents are shown in Table 21. Among the established 
residents, the willingness to give help for community betterment is 
more or less the same between mobile home dwellers and conventional 
home residents whereas among the recent inmigrants, vivid differences 
are found between the two groups of residents of different housing 
type. As a matter of fact, recent inmigrants in conventional housing 
are the most willing group to help improving the community. 
In summary, analysis of the socioeconomic characteristics of 
the four groups of residents of different housing type and migrant 
status reveals that the established residents in conventional home 
are oldest in age, followed by established residents in mobile homes. 
The recent inmigrants and the established residents in conventional home 
enjoy a higher position in socioeconomic status whereas established 
residents in mobile home are located at the lowest position among the 
four groups of residents. Mobile home dwellers are more politically 
independent, much less likely to be Mormons, and less likely to own any 
amount of land. This is especially the case for those who are both 
mobile home dwellers and recent inmigrants. 
Table 21. Potential contributions for conununity betterment by housing type by migrant status 
Recent in-migrants Established residents 
Mobile Conventional Mobile Conventional 
.. Potential contributions home home x'" Ganuna home home X Ganuna 
Agree to a 1% local sales 1.07 -.165 .01 .026 
tax increase 
Yes 31.6 39.2 30.0 28.9 
No 68.4 60.8 70.0 71.1 
Total 100.0 100 . 0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) (80) (567) 
Give a half day's pay 6.54 * -.383 5. 71 -.341 
Yes 23.7 41.0 21.3 35.4 
No 76.3 59.0 78.7 64.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) (80) (567) 
Give two hour's pay * 4.99 -.309 2.78 -.221 
Yes 40.8 56.6 
' 
32.5 43.0 
No 59.2 43.4 67.5 57.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) (80) (567) 
Act as chairman of a 2.98 -.262 .25 .083 
committee 
Yes 28.9 41.0 30.0 26.6 
No 71.1 59.0 70.0 73.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) (80) (567) 
.... 
.... 
..,.. 
Table 21. Continued 
Recent in-migrants 
Mobile Conventional 
Potential contributions home home 
Serve on a committee 
Yes 61.8 81.1 
No 38.2 18.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) 
Give spare time one evening 
a week 
Yes 72.4 79.7 
No 27.6 20.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) 
Sign a pet it ion 
Yes 78 . 9 85.4 
No 21.1 14.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 
(N) (76) (212) 
* p < ,05 
** p < .01 
Established residents 
Mobile Conventional 
X~ Gamma home home 
** 10.39 -.453 
61.8 67.0 
38.2 33.0 
100.0 100.0 
(80) (567) 
1.35 -.200 
70.0 60.8 
30 .0 39.2 
100 . 0 100.0 
(80) (567) 
l. 26 - . 218 
77.5 62.6 
22.5 37.4 
100.0 100.0 
(80) (567) 
X~ 
.80 
2.12 
* 6.14 
Gamma 
-.125 
.200 
. 346 
.... 
.... 
lJ> 
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The four groups of residents also show different pattern of 
involvement with community life. The recent inmigrants in mobile homes 
are the least attached to the community. They are the least satisfied 
group with minimum participation in community events and weakest kinship 
and friendship ties. They are also more apt to purchase their goods 
and services outside of the community. On the contrary, the recent 
migrants staying in conventional housing are the most active group in 
participating in community events and the most willing residents to 
contribute to community though they are also less satisfied and 
still in the process of integration to the community. The established 
residentsin conventional home are the most satisfied and integrated 
group who can be regarded as the core members of the communities. The 
established residents in mobile hom" are located in-between the recent 
migrants and the established residents in conventional home in both 
community satisfaction and social and familial bonds. 
;I.l7 
CHAPTER VII 
COMMUNITY ASSESSMENTS AND OVERALL COMMUNITY SATISFACTION 
The general purpose of this chapter is to examine the pattern of 
relationship between the factors of community assessments and overall 
community satisfaction for the entire sample as well as for specific 
subgroups. More specifically, it covers five sections. In the first 
section, factors of community assessments are derived and their relat-
ionship with overall community satisfaction is examined. Two sections 
are then devoted to assess this relationship for two pairs of subgroups 
which are dichotomous in nature: recent migrants vs. established 
residents, and mobile home dwellers vs. conventional home residents. 
The fourth section deals with the said relationship among the four 
groups of respondents with unique combinations of migrant status and 
housing type. In the final section, the major points of findings in 
this chapter are summarized. In this chapter, Hypothesis 1 to Hypo-
thesis 6 are tested. 
_Factors of Community As~sessment and 
Overall Community Satisfaction 
The questionnaire elicited information on the respondents' 
evaluation of 40 items of community attributes (Q26- (1) to Q26- (40)). 
In the present study, only 26 of the 40 items are selected for 
factor analysis based on two criteria: appropriateness and inter-
relatedness. The first criterion excluded items which are not 
appropriate measures of the facilities and features of the community. 
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For instance, radio broadcast, TV programs, etc., were dropped since 
they were not necessary offered by the local community. The second 
criterion is adopted in order to maximize the clustering of variables 
into highly interrelated groups. An item which appeared to be about 
equally correlated with several factors (groups of correlated measures) 
was dropped. Items which were not strongly correlated with any other 
measures also were rejected. 
The method of principal component was used to extract factors from 
the correlation matrix of the 26 chosen items of community attributes 
and oblique rotation was used to obtain a set of more easily interpreted 
fac tors. The orthogonal rotation is not preferred since it is less 
realistic than the oblique rotation. In specific, the orthogonal 
rotation does not allow correlations among the factors of community 
assessment which are not assumed to be unrelated to each other in 
reality . 
As a result of the factor analysis, five dimensions of community 
assessment were obtained and they a re labelled as follows: 
I. Interpersonal relations 
II. Community facilities and services 
III. Community physical appearance 
IV. Local government 
VI. Environment quality. 
These f ive ·factors account for 50 percent of the total variation 
of the 26 items of community attributes. The factor loadings of each 
item are presented in Table 22. As can be seen from the table, all 
factor loadings except one item (equal opportunity for all to take 
Table 22. , Factors of community assessment: principle component 
solution, oblique rotation 
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Factors and variables Factor Loadings 
I. Interpersonal relations 
1. Friendliness and concern of neighbors .846 
2. Place to raise a family .672 
3. Community spirit and cooperation .520 
4. Equal opportunity for all to take part in 
community life .387 
5. Friendly groups of common age and interest .438 
6. Making newcomers feel welcome .546 
7. Quality of religious life .575 
8. Help from others in time of need .760 
9. Chance to develop close relationships with others .652 
II. Community facilities and services 
1. Housing for new families 
2. Shopping facilities 
3. Restaurants and entertainment 
4. Child day-care and baby sitting 
5. Facilities for youth (skating, etc.) 
6. Opportunities for cultural activities 
III. Community physical appearance 
1. Upkeep of homes and yards 
2. Physical appearance of community 
IV. Local government 
1. Road maintenance and snow removal 
2. Quality of public libraries 
3. Zoning regulations and enforcement 
4. Concern of leaders for community betterment 
5. Efforts to improve community 
6. Citizen participation in community decisions 
7. Effectiveness of local government 
V. Environmental quality 
1. Lack of pollution (air, water, etc.) 
2. Access to outdoors and wide-open spaces 
3. Geographical setting 
-.696 
-.689 
-.700 
-.698 
-.666 
-.541 
.891 
.867 
-.402 
-.424 
-.718 
-.668 
-.556 
-.696 
-.767 
.569 
.732 
.791 
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part in community life), are higher than .4. These higher loadings are 
resulted from the two criteria of selection of appropriate items. It 
is also noted that all the five factors are unipolar factors: Factors 
I, II, V with all positive loadings and Factors III and IV with all 
negative loadings. Therefore, it is believed that each factor is 
representing a unique aspect of the concept of community assessment. 
Based on the ,factor score coefficientS, the scores of the five 
factors are computed. The factor scores are normally distributed with 
mean zero and variance 1. With these scores, each factor can serve as 
a variable in any technique of statistical analysis. 
The correlation matrix of the factors of community assessment is 
shown in Table 23. As the table indicates, the five factors are in 
general moderately correlated among each other. The weakest correlation 
(-.06279) is observed between Factor II (community facilities and 
services) and Factor V (environmental quality), and the highe,st (. 43866) 
is observed between Factor II and Factor IV (local government). Since 
the highest correlation is still less than .45, it is argued that the 
correlation matrix of the factors will not produce the problem of 
collinearity in the regression analysis. Moreover, consistent with 
the signs of the factor loadings in Table 22, factors are correlated to 
each other posi-tively if the loadings ar·e of the same signs, negatively 
if opposite signs. 
To assess the relationship between the factors of community 
assessment and overall community satisfaction, regression analysis is 
utilized. Tlie regression model consists of twenty-five independent 
variables classified -into three major sets: factors of community 
assessment, personal characteristics and contextual variables, i.e . , 
Table 23. Correlation matrix of the factors of community assessment 
Factor I Factor II 
Factor I (Interpersonal relations) 
Factor II (Community facilities and services) -.31561 
Factor III (Community physical appearance) . 30077 -.29351 
Factor IV (Local government) -.38527 .43866 
Factor V (Environment) . 265 70 
-.06279 
Factor III 
-.32682 
.27315 
Factor IV 
-.18713 
Factor V 
1-' 
N 
1-' 
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objective community conditions. For the objective community conditions, 
enetgy development status is not included because it is found to be 
highly corrected with distance from the closest SMSA (DISTAN), 
population size in 1975 (POP) and population change from 19 70 to 1975 
(CHANGE). The problem of multicollinearity has been greatly reduced 
after energy development status is dropped. The descriptions and codes 
gf all variables in the regression analysis are shown in Table 24. The 
correlation matrix, means, and standard deviations are presented in 
Table 25. 
Table 26 presents the results of regression analysis of overall 
community satisfaction for the entire sample. As the table indicates , 
four of the five factors of community assessment, namely, inter-
personal relation (FAl), community facilities and services (FA2), 
community physical appearance (FA3) and, local government (FA4), are 
highly significant (p ~.001) in affecting the levels of overall 
community satisfaction. ·The5e four factors remain significant in the 
full regression model in which the effects of personal characteristics 
and community conditions have been controlled . The five factors to-
gether account for 44.5 percent of the total variation of overall 
community satisfaction. 
Among the personal characteristics, religion (RELIGN), age, housing 
type (HOUSE) and migrant status (MIGRANT) are significant at least at 
.05 level in the reduced model in which only one set of variables are 
included in the analysis. After the effects of the factors of 
community assessment and community conditions have been controlled, 
however, all these variables except age, become insignificant. By 
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Table 24 . Description of variables in the regression analysis 
Variables 
Assessments of community 
attributes 
FA1 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FAS 
Personal characteristics 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
ace 
I NCOME 
Description 
Factor I - interpersonal 
relations 
Factor II - community 
services and facilities 
Factor III - environment 
setting 
Factor IV - community 
physical appearance 
Factor V - local govern-
ment 
Age of household head 
Marital status 
Education 
Occupation 
Income 
Codes 
A factor index with 
zero mean and unit 
variance 
A factor index with 
zero mean and unit 
variance 
A factor index with 
zero mean and unit 
variance 
A factor index with 
zero mean and unit 
variance 
A factor index with 
zero mean and unit 
variance 
An interval scale 
with x = 45.05, 
S.D. = 17 . 44 
A dummy variable 
with 1 = yes, curr-
ently married, 
0 = no; and x = .85, 
S.D. = .36 
A ordinal variable 
with six categories 
as shown in Table 1. 
A ordinal variable 
with five categories 
as shown in Table 1. 
A ordinal variable 
with six categories 
as shown in Table 1. 
Table 24. 
Variables 
REL 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
MIGRANT 
HOUSE 
MIGHOU 
EXPOSE 
Continued 
Description 
Religion 
Householdsize-
number of 
persons in 
household 
Home ownership 
Kinship ties 
Friendship ties 
Migrant status 
Housing type 
Interaction 
between migrant 
status and 
housing type 
NonUtah exposure 
Codes 
A dummy variable with 1 
0 = nonLDS; and x = .73 
S.D. = .44 
An interval scale with 
x = 3.34, S.D. = 1.74 
A dichotomous scale with 
1 yes, 
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LOS 
0 =no; x = .86 S.D. = .36 
An interval variable ranges 
from 0 to 100, with x = 28.44 
S.D. = 30.78 
An interval variable ranges 
from 0 to 100, with x = 53.86 
S.D.= 25.96 
Measured in dichotomous scale 
with 1 = recent migrant 
0 = long established residents 
and x = .34, S.D.= .47 
A dichotomy with 1 = mobile 
home, 0 = conventional home, 
and x = .17, S.D.= .38 
Measured in dichotomous scale 
with 1 = recent migrants 
staying in mobile home, 
0 = others; and x = .09 
S.D.= .29 
A dichotomy with 1 = yes, 
0 = no; and x s .53, 
S.D.= .50 
Table 24. Continued 
Variables 
Objective community 
conditions 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
SATFN 
Description 
Urban accessibility-
distance from the 
closest SMSA 
Population size in 
1975 
Population change 
from 1970 to 1975 
Per capita retail 
sales 
Unemployment rate 
Per capita income 
Community satisfaction 
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Codes 
See Table 5 
See Table 5 
See Table 5 
See Table 5 
See Table 5 
See Table 5 
A nine-point scale 
ordinal variable 
Table 25. Correlation matrix, means and standard deviations (N = 797) 
FAl FA2 EA3 FA4 FA5 AGE HD EDU occ INCOME RELGN NH HOME 
FAl 
FA2 -. 351 
FA3 . 221 -. 243 
FA4 -.441 .483 -.321 
FA5 .227 -.036 .239 -.189 
AGE .079 -.349 -.105 -.213 -.116 
HD -.028 .148 .028 .11 7 .008 -.258 
EDU .105 .139 -.067 .027 .081 -.265 .098 
occ -.088 -.001 .068 .044 -.091 .072 -.102 -.491 
INCOME -.019 .124 .007 .031 .107 -.259 . 359 . 358 -.388 
RELGN • 343 -.133 .063 -.119 -.044 .088 -.003 .012 .020 -.088 
NH .039 .124 .033 .042 .006 -.401 .336 . 152 - . 146 .359 .112 
HOME .146 -.119 -.035 -.057 -.060 .280 .033 -.023 - .037 .101 .179 .04.3 
KIN .068 -.049 .088 -.009 .026 -.003 .021 -.095 .140 -.094 .245 -.035 .051 
FRIEND .092 -.076 .055 - .042 .011 .009 -.037 -.070 .112 -.133 .120 -.056 .093 
MIGRANT -.144 .230 -.078 .173 .020 -. 397 .095 .170 -.06 2 .083 -.209 .11 2 -.190 
HOUSE -.163 .194 - .023 .151 - .007 -. 203 .059 -.064 .148 -.013 - .207 .004 .014 
MIGHOU -.164 . 162 -.052 .121 -.052 -.183 .068 - .002 .097 -.001 -.181 .015 -.012 
EXPOSE -.124 .090 -.049 .09 3 .055 -.101 .037 .059 -.094 .136 -.326 .008 -.097 
DIS TAN .015 .011 - .012 -.139 .114 -.005 -.044 .043 -.017 .037 -.230 -.024 .022 
POP -.194 -.102 .085 .021 .084 -.118 -.003 .056 -.101 .135 -. 312 .026 -.094 
CHANGE -.237 .209 -.214 .302 -.145 -.208 .104 .060 -.058 .174 -.132 .150 -.098 
SAlES -.013 -.117 .117 .035 -.031 -.044 .031 .029 -.092 .078 .146 .043 -.057 
UN EMPLOY .16 2 .096 -.125 -.076 -.037 .082 -.010 .021 .032 -.072 .195 -.004 .046 
PC INCOME - .137 -.035 .073 -.028 .143 -.05 2 -.045 -.015 .003 .030 -. 393 -.031 .017 
SATIN .539 -.455 • 306 -.547 .142 .247 -.123 -.043 -.013 -.077 . 233 -.069 .102 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
X .01 .07 .02 .02 .10 45.05 . 85 3.69 2 .37 3.27 .73 3.34 . 86 
S.D. 1.04 1.00 1.02 1.01 .98 17.44 • 36 1. 30 1. 34 1. 39 .44 1. 74 .35 .... N 
a-
Table 25. Continued 
KIN FRIEND MIGRANT HOUSE MIGHOU EXPOSE DISTAN POP CHANGE SALES UNEMPLOY PCINCOME 
FA1 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FA5 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
occ 
INCOME 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND .160 
MIGRANT -.244 -.189 
HOUSE -.054 -.042 .176 
HIGHOU -.100 -.072 .439 .686 
EXPOSE -. 234 -.120 .286 . 199 .199 
DIS TAN -.100 -.010 -.008 .007 -.071 .131 
POP -.137 -.025 .087 .065 .044 .215 .232 
CHANGE -.072 -.076 .210 .229 .265 .138 -.216 . 360 
SALES .070 .052 .018 -.199 -.072 - .0 71 -.398 . 334 .088 
UN EMPLOY .077 .005 -.044 -.079 -.072 -.121 .496 -.573 -. 306 -. 346 
PC INCOME -.175 -.053 .040 .181 .065 .2 30 .261 .568 .144 -.371 -.554 
SATIN .119 .092 -.260 -.241 -.236 -.166 .033 -.068 - .363 .046 .075 -.089 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------x 28.44 53.86 . 34 .17 .09 .53 135. 87 40.46 51.37 50.25 7.38 38.42 .... 
S.D. 30.78 25.96 .47 .38 .29 .so 38.24 20.04 64.77 14.61 2. 79 2.63 N ..... 
Table 26. Regression analysis of community satisfaction for the 
entire sample 
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Assessment/ 
Characteristies/ 
Community 
Standardized coeff.(ranking of importance) Unstandard-
Assess. Charact. Comm.con- All in- ized coeff. 
conditions 
Assessments 
FAl 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FA5 
only only ditions dependent 
*** 
.333(1)*** 
-.175(3)*** 
.103(4)*** 
-.286(2) 
- . 019(5) 
only variables 
*** 
.329(1)** 
-.088(9)** 
.095(8)*** 
-.250{3) 
-.015(20) 
Personal characteristies 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
DCC 
INCOME 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
MIGRANT 
HOUSE 
MIGHOU 
EXPOSE 
Community conditions 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
Constant 
Number of cases 
* p..::. .05 
** p <. .01 
*** p ..::. .001 
.445 
** 
.144 (1) 
-.071(5) 
.004(13) 
-.027(10) *** 
.003(14) 
.104(2) 
.008(12) 
. 010(11) 
.042(6) 
.037(7)* 
-.107(4)** 
-.122 {3) 
-.034(8) 
-.030(9) 
* .079(10) 
-. 040(13) 
-.020{18) 
.005(22) 
.025(16) 
.007(21) 
.005(24) 
-.003(25) 
.052(12) 
.005(23) 
-.037(14) 
-. 056(11) 
- . 017 (19) 
-.026(15) 
* 
-.190(3)***-.115(7)*** 
.156 
.317(2)*** .286(2)*** 
-.460(1) -.210(4)** 
-.122(5) -.185(6) 
.084(6) -.021(17~* 
-.152(4) -.209(5) 
.153 .505 
.619 
-.173 
.183 
-.485 
-.031 
-.009 
-.218 
-.029 
.008 
.035 
.030 
.006 
-.015 
.003 
.001 
-.153 
-.289 
-.118 
-.103 
-.006 
.028 
-.006 
-.025 
-.015 
-.155 
12.853 
797 
.505 
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means of stepwise regression (not shown here), it is found that the 
effects of the personal characteristics are largely absorbed by the 
factor of community assessment rather than the variables of community 
conditions. All the personal characteristics together account for 
15.6 percent of the total variation of the dependent variable, community 
satisfaction. 
For the variables of community conditions, distance from closest 
SMSA (DISTAN) is significant at .05 level; population size in 1975 
(POP), and population change from 1970 to 1975 (CHANGE) are significant 
at .001 level. Since these three variables are highly correlated to 
energy development status, it can be argued that the significance of 
these variables comes from the differences between communities of high 
energy impact and communities of low energy impact. Specifically, 
residents in communities of larger population size tend to have higher 
levels of satisfaction. On the other hand, the rate of population change 
affects satisfaction in a negative way. In the full regression model, 
the effect of distance from the closest SMSA loses its significance 
while the effects of the other two variables remain highly significant. 
All the variables of objective community conditions together account 
for 15.3 percent of the total variation of community satisfaction. 
The three sets of variables together account for 50.5 percent 
of the total variation of community satisfaction. This value of R2 
is significant at .001 level indicating that the regression model is 
of high degree of validity. 
Hypothesis 1 states "the concept of community satisfaction is 
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not adequately measured by perceptions of community facilities and 
services; other dimensions such as local government and interpersonal 
relations also exert significant effects on overall community satis-
faction". Since the findings indicate that all the factors of community 
assessment except environmental quality are highly significant in 
affecting the levels of community satisfaction even after the effects 
of personal characteristics and community conditions were controlled, 
Hypothesis 1 is supported. 
Hypothesis 2 states "community satisfaction is affected most 
strongly by the factors of assessment of community attributes". Since 
the findings indicate that the factors of community assessment have 
the largest value of R2 (. 445) among the three sets of variables and this 
value is substantially higher than the other two values of R2 (.156 
and .153), this hypothesis is strongly supported. 
Migrant Status and Community Satisfaction 
Hypothesis 3 states "the pattern of the factors of assessments 
of community attributes affecting community satisfaction depends on 
migrant status". In order to test this hypothesis, the same regression 
model in the last section is applied to the two groups of residents 
with different migrant status, i.e., recent migrants and established 
residents. Moreover, to make the hypothesis testable, the pattern of 
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the factors of community assessments affecting community satisfaction is 
operationalized by two measures: (1) the significance test of the 
factors, (2) the order of importance of the factors. Therefore, if the 
two subsamples have the same significant factors affecting community 
satisfaction and have the same ranking of the importance of the factors, 
Hypothesis 3 will be rejected. If one measure is the same and the other 
measure is different between the two subsamples, Hypothesis 3 will be 
partially supported. If both measures are different between the two 
subsamples, Hypothesis 3 will be strongly supported. 
Table 27 presents the results of regression analysis of community 
satisfaction on the recent migrants and the established residents. As 
can be seen from the table, the regression model accounts for 53.9 
percent and 44.9 percent of the total variation of community satisfact-
ion among the recent migrants and the established residents, respect-
ively. Both values of R2 are significant at the .001 level . 
For the recent migrants, three of the five factors of community 
assessment are significant at the .01 or . 001 level. The three factors 
are: interpersonal relations, community physical appearance, and local 
government, in that order of importance. For the established residents, 
the most important factors affecting the levels of community satis-
faction in a significant way are interpersonal relation, local govern-
ment and community facilities and services. Since findings for the two 
subsamples are different in terms of significant factors and their 
ranking of importance, Hypothesis 3 is strongly supported. 
More specifically, in additon to interpersonal relations and 
local government, the physical appearance of the community is also 
Table 27. Regression analysis of community satisfaction on recent 
migrants and established residents 
Recent migrants Established residents 
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Assessments/ 
Characteristies / 
Community-
Unstand. Stand.(rankings) Unstand. Stand.(rankings) 
coeff. coeff. 
conditions 
Assessments 
FAl 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FA5 
.581 
-.201 
.349 
-. 393 
.100 
Personal characteristies 
AGE .012 
MD - .260 
EDU -.091 
occ -.036 
INCOME -.050 
RELGN .141 
NH -.011 
HOME -.064 
KIN .002 
FRIEND -.001 
HOUSE - . 364 
EXPOSE .041 
Community conditions 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
-.002 
.026 
-.006 
-.026 
-.049 
-.218 
Constant 15.398 
Number of cases 268 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
*** p <. • 001 
*** 
. 335 (1) 
-.094(8)*** 
.195(6) ** 
-.186(7) 
.049(13 ) 
.079(10) 
-.040(14) 
-.057(12) 
- .024 (19) 
-.032(16) 
.035(15) 
-.009(23) 
-.014(20) 
.031(17) 
-.009(21) 
-.082(9) 
.009(22) 
-.028(18) 
.258(3)* 
-. 226 (4f* 
-.210(5f 
- . 065(11) 
-.280(2f 
coeff. coeff. 
*** 
.640 .337(1)* 
-.173 -.093(8) 
.066 
.035(16l** 
-.531 -.295(3) 
-.096 -. 051 (12) 
.008 .074(9) 
-.174 -.035(15) 
.004 .003(23) 
.036 .026(17) 
.071 . 056 (11) 
-.029 -.006(21) 
.015 .015(19) 
-.034 -. 005 (22) 
.004 .065(10) 
.002 • 021 (18) 
-.268 -.048(13) 
-.162 -.043(14) 
-.007 -.157(7) 
.028 . 304 c2t** 
-.006 -.191(4)*** 
-.022 -.169(6)* 
.005 .007(20) 
-.124 -.179(5) 
11.250 
529 
.449 
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a major source of the recent migrants' satisfaction or disa~isfaction. 
This finding is in line with the recent trend that "quality of life" as 
a motivation of migration has been becoming increasingly important 
associated with the nonmetropolitan population turnaround. Ori the 
contrary, community physical appearance affects established residents' 
level of community satisfaction only in a negligible way. Instead, 
the established residents' overall satisfaction is affected significant-
l y by their evaluation of community facilities and services. This, 
however, does. not imply that the recent migrants emphasize less on 
community facilities and services. Indeed, it is a well known fact 
that newcomers to the nonmetropolitan communities perceive more needs 
and demand much more facilities and services than do the oldtimers. 
The findings in the present study indicate that the recent migrant will 
not give much weight to community facilities and services when they 
evaluate their destination community as a place to live. The recent 
migrants, especially those from the metropolises, might be psycho-
logically well prepared for the facilities and services in these 
"small" communities to which they moved. Therefore, on the one hand, 
they perceive more needs; on the other, they are much more willing 
and enthusiastic to give help for the purpose of community betterment. 
While the primary interest of this research is to examine the 
difference in the pattern of community satisfaction between the recent 
migrants and the established residents, the similarity also deserves 
some attention. Findings of the two groups of respondents with respect 
to the pattern of community satisfaction point to the importance of 
interpersonal relations and local government leadership. As a matter 
of fact, there is a basic phenomenon occuring in the rapidly growing 
communities that twentieth-century municipal services and community 
descision-makiug processes are being demanded of nineteenth century 
governmental structures (Cortese and Jones, 1977:80). The demanded 
changes may be both quantitative and qualitative in nature. Quant-
itatively, size and units of the community government should be 
enlarged and increased and mere efforts should be devoted to improve 
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the facilities and services. Qualitatively, evaluation of the decision-
making process (such as citizen participation in community decisions) 
and the effectiveness of the leadership seems to be necessary. 
Housing Type and Community Satisfaction 
The results of regression analysis of community satisfaction on 
mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents are shown in 
Table 28. The fac·tors of interpersonal relations and the factor of 
local government are significant at .001 level and .01 level, respect-
ively, in affecting the mobile home dwellers' level of community sat-
isfaction. The other three factors of community assessment are not 
significant at all even at the .1 level. Among the conventional home 
residents, the first four factor are found to be significant and the 
order of importance of those factor is: interpersonal relations, local 
government, community physical appearance and community facilities 
and services. This pattern of community satisfaction is the same as 
that for the entire sample. 
Hypothesis 4 states that the pattern of the factors of community 
assessment in relation to satisfaction depends on housing type. Since 
the number of significant factors and their importance are different 
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Table 28 . Regression analysis of community satisfaction on mobile home 
dwellers and conventional home residents 
Assissments/ 
Characteristies/ 
Community-
conditions 
Assessments 
FAl 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FAS 
Mobile home 
Unstand. Stand . (rankings) 
coeff. coeff. 
.748 .433(2f** 
-.010 -.005(23) 
.133 . 086 (11) 
-.445 -. 221 <sf* 
.111 • 059 (14) 
Personal characteristies 
AGE .011 . 084 (12) 
MD -1.063 -.167(8) 
EDU -.027 -.016(20) 
ace . 035 .022 (19) 
INCOME .180 .116 (10) 
RELGN .043 . 011 (22) 
NH -.030 -.022(18) 
HOME .194 . 034 (16) 
KIN -.001 -.014(21) 
FRIEND .003 .045(15) 
HI GRANT -.119 -. 031(17) 
EXPOSE -.309 -. 070 (13) 
Community conditions 
DISTAN 
.012 .241(4) 
POP . 018 . 161(9) 
CHANGE - . 005 -. 210(6f 
SALES -.023 -.200(7) 
UNEMPLOY -.241 -.278(3) 
PC INCOME -.317 -.455(lf 
Constant 18.354 
Number of cases 137 
R2 
.641 
* p <: .05 
** p ..:::. .01 
*** p <: . 001 
Conventional home 
Unstand. Stand. (rankings) 
coeff. coeff. 
.596 .317(21'** 
-.201 -.103(9f* 
.210 .106(8f* 
-.498 -.263(Sf** 
-.069 -.035(14) 
.008 . 074 (10) 
-.118 -.023(15) 
-.017 -.012(17) 
.002 .002(23) 
.003 .002(22) 
- . 037 -.008(19) 
.013 .012(18) 
-.037 -.007(20) 
.004 .067(11) 
-.001 -.005(21) 
-.171 -.041(13) 
-.064 -.017(16) 
-.008 -.155(7) 
.031 . 337 (lf** 
- . 006 -.184(6f** 
- . 035 -.250(4f* 
-.028 -.042(12) 
-.201 -.270(3f* 
15.361 
660 
.454 
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between the two categories of housing type, i.e., mobile home dwellers 
and conventional home residents, this hypothesis is supported. 
Although the mobile home dwellers have smaller number of factors 
of community assessment as well as other independent variables which 
are significantly affecting overall community satisfaction, the regress-
ion model yields a better fit among them. The regression model accounts 
for 64.1 percent of the variation of community satisfaction among the 
mobile home dwellers and only 45.4 percent among the conventional home 
residents. Stepwise regression (not show here) also indicates that the 
five factors of community assessment alone explain 53.6 percent of the 
variation of community satisfaction among the former group versus 40.4 
percent among the latter. This phenomenon is largely attributed to the 
fact that the unit effect of the factor of interpersonal relations is 
much larger among the mobile home dwellers tharr among the conventional 
home residents. In specific, the unstandardized regression coefficient 
of this factor is .748 among the former versus .596 among the latter. 
A F test across the two subsamples has been carried out with the follow-
ing hypothesis: 
H0 : FAl(mobile)- FAl(conventional) O(H0 : .748- .596 0) 
HA: FAl(mobile)- FAl(comventional) ~ O(HA: .748- .596 ~ 0) 
F(l,794) = 
1486.09790 - (183.61766 + 1293.05047) I 750 - (113 + 636) 
(183.61766 + 1293.05047) I (113 + 636) 
9.42977 
1476.668131749 
9.42977 
1.971519533 
137 
= 4.7830 
With degrees of freedom 1 for the numerator and 749 for the 
denominator, the above F value is significant at .OS level. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis of no difference (H9 ) is rejected and the research 
hypothesis that interpersonal relations plays a more important role in 
influencing community satisfaction among the mobile home dwellers than 
among the conventional home residents (HA) is accepted. 
The above findings suggest that the community satisfaction of the 
conventional home residents is caused by multiple sources whereas 
the satisfaction level of the mobile home dwellers is principally 
attributed to their evaluation of the interpersonal relations and the 
leardership of the local government. The mobile home dwellers, who 
are found to be in the lower stratum of the community, values social 
• 
relations to a much higher degree than the other aspects of community 
satisfaction. This is in line with the literature that residents 
ir; slum areas or in poor housing are usually content with the social 
setting. 
Migrant Status, Housing Type and Community Satisfaction 
This section deals with the pattern of community satisfaction 
among the four groups of respondents with different combinations of 
migrant status and housing type: recent migrants in mobile home, 
recent migrants in conventional home, established residents in mobile 
home and established residents in conventional home . The results of 
regression analysis of community satisfaction for the four subsamples 
are presented in Table 29. 
As Table 29 indicates, among the two groups of respondents staying 
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Table 29. Regression analysis of community satisfaction for the four 
groups of migrant status and housing type 
Assessments/ Standardized coefficients (rankings) Characteristies/ 
Community- RM and MH RM and CH ER and MH 
conditions 
Assessments 
FAl .415(2)** . 340(1)*** . 394 (3)** 
FA2 -.138(8) -.112(10) .107(17) 
FA3 .168(7) . 213(5)"** .092(16) 
FA4 -.065(18) -.179(6f* -.260(5) 
FA5 • 081 (15) .021(19) -.001(22) 
Personal characteristies 
AGE -.012(21) .134(8f .229(7) 
MD -.108(13) -. 031 (17) -.273(4)** 
occ .114(12) -.116(9) -.128(15) 
INCOME .117(10) -.059(13) -.074(18) 
RELGN .078(16) -. 097 (11) .153 (13) 
NH .044(19) . 051(15) .176(12) 
HOME -.014(20) -.018(22) .008(21) 
KIN -.076(17) • 020 (21) . 203(9) 
FRIEND -.090(14) . 051(16) -.042(19) 
EXPOSE .115 (11) -.058(14) .029(20) 
.011 (22) .020(20) -.140(14) 
Community conditions 
DISTAN .355(3) -.028(18) .180(11) 
POP .138(9) . 263(3) .193(10) 
CHANGE -.216(5) -.222(4f* -.253(6) 
SALES -.305(4) -.168(7) -.228(8) 
UNEMPLOY -.178(6) -.062(12) -.446(2) 
PC INCOME -.498(!)* -.273(2) -.454(1) 
Number of cases 71 191 66 
R2 
.687 .510 .697 
RM and MH Recent migrants and Mobile home 
RM and CH Recent migrants and Conventional home 
ER and MH Established residents and Mobile home 
ER and CH Established residents and Conventional home 
* p <. . 05; ** p <. . 01; *** p <. . 001 
ER and CH 
. 334 (2f** 
-.112(8) 
. 041 (13) 
-.302(3f** 
-.069(10) 
• 064 (11) 
-.012(22) 
. 022 (19) 
.026(18) 
.038(15) 
-.032(16) 
.018(21) 
-. 028 (17) 
.079(9) 
.020(20) 
-.042(12) 
-.199(6) 
. 383(lf** 
-.161(7f** 
-. 292 <sf* 
-.039(14) 
-.292(4f 
463 
.419 
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in mobile home (recent migrants in mobile home, and established residents 
in mobile home) only one of the fi ve factors, interpersonal relat-
i on, is significantly affecting community satisfaction; among the recent 
migrants in conventional home, interpersonal relations, community 
physical appearance and local government are significant; among the 
established residents in conventional home, interpersonal relations, 
community facilities and services, and local government are significant. 
Therefore, the pattern of community satisfaction between recent migrants 
in mobile home and established residents in mobile home are basically 
the s ame; both groups value interpersonal relations to a great extent . 
The other two groups' satisfaction level is caused by multiple sources 
and the difference between them is that community physical appearance 
is significant among the recent migrants in conventional home versus 
community facitlities and services among the es~ablished migrants. 
The regression model explains, 68.7 percent, 51.0 percent, 69.7 
percent and 41.9 percent of the variation of community satisfaction for 
the four subsamples, res pee ti vely. Excluding pers onal cha rae teris tics 
and variables of community conditions, the five factors of community 
assessment alone explain 55 . 7 percent, 43.7 percent, 50.2 percent and 
37 . 8 percent of the variation of community satisfaction for the four 
subsamples, respectively. Consistent with the finding in the last 
section, the effect of interpersonal relations is much greate r among 
the two groups of mobile home dwellers t han among the two groups of 
residents who are staying in conventional housing arrangements. 
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In the first section of this chapter, five factors of community 
assessments are derived based on 26 relevant items of evaluation of 
community attributes : interpersonal relations, community facilities and 
service, community physical appearance, local government and environ-
mental quality. A regression model including these five factors, 
personal characteristics and variab l es of objective community conditions 
explains 50 . 5 percent of t he variation of overall community satisfaction. 
The five factors alone explain 44.5 percent of the said variation . 
The hypotheses that the concept of community satisfaction is multi-
dimensional that satisfaction is affected most significantly by these 
factors are strongly supported. 
In the second section, comparison between recent migrants and 
• established residents has been made with respect to the pattern of 
commtinity satisfaction . Differences between the two groups indicate 
that community satisfaction is significantly affected by community 
physical appearance among the recent migrants versus community facilit-
ies and services among the established residents. Similarities between 
the two groups point to the importance of interpersonal relations and 
the leadership of local government in community development within 
the settings of nonmetropolitan population turnaround. 
Comparison of the pattern of community satisfaciton between the 
mobile home dwellers and the conventional home residents has been 
carried out in the third section. The mobile home dwellers' level of 
community satisfaction is principally caused by their evaluation of the 
interpersonal relations and the local government, whereas the pattern 
of community satisfaction among the established residents resembles 
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tha t for the entire sample- satisfaction is caused by multiple sources. 
It is also found that the mobile home dwellers value their social 
relations to a much higher degree than the conventional home residents 
when assessing their satisfaction towards their community. 
The l as t section deals with the same subject among the four groups 
of respondents with different combinations of migrant status and housing 
type. The pattern of community satisfaciton is basically the same 
between the two groups of respondents staying in mobile home. The 
differences between two groups of respondents staying in conventional 
housing arrangements resemble the findin gs in the second section. 
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CHAPTER VIII 
MIGRATION EXPECTATIONS AND MIGRATION 
This chapter contains five sections dealing with various aspects 
of the causal model of migration presented in Figure 3 in Chapter III. 
In the first place, the threshold effects of community satisfaction 
on migration intention and actual migration are examined. In the second 
section, the coefficients of a full path model are estimated. The 
relationship between migration intention and actual migration among 
groups of different migrant status and/or housing type are assessed 
in the third section. The fourth section deals with the other two 
aspects of migration expectations, namely, intended destination and 
intended migration direction. In the final section a summary of the 
major points of the preceding five sections are presented. Hypothesis 
5 through Hypothesis 16 are tested in this chapter . 
Threshold Effects of Community Satisfaction 
Hypothesis 5 states, "there is a threshold effect of community 
satisfaction on migration intention". 
Hypothesis 6 states, "there is a threshold effect of community 
satisfaction on actual migration". 
To test the above two hypotheses, we have to examine the condition-
al probabilities of migra.tion intention and actual migration on each 
level of community satisfaction which are presented in Table 30. As 
the table indicates, the relationships between migration intention and 
Table 30. Percenta ge of intended and actual migration by levels 
of community satisfaction 
Community % (N. of % (N. of 
satisfaction Intended migration cases) Actual migration cases) 
1 (highly dissatisfied) 76.5 (17) 76.5 (17) 
2 80.5 (41) 61.4 (44) 
64.4 (90) 45.7 (94) 
4 58.6 (133) 41.9 (136) 
5 (neutral) 35.0 (143) 29.5 (146) 
6 34.0 (200) 19.5 (205) 
21.0 (252) 19.5 (262) 
8 16.1 (62) 14.9 (67) 
9 (highly satisfied) 11.5 (104) 10.8 (109) 
:::~:" = 171.09, p .<:. .0001 ;t~= 107.77, p .<:. .0001 
Gamma = -.527 Gamma = -.416 
..... 
..,. 
w 
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community sa tisfaction and between actual migration and community 
sa tisfaction are highly significant (p ~ .0001) with Gammas -.527 and 
-.416, respectively. It is also noted that in general, the relation-
ships are monotoni c decreasJng. The higher degree of community sat-
isfaction, the smaller percentages of respondents intending to ' move and 
moving. Among the most dissatisfied group, 76.5 percent intended to 
migrate out of the community in 1975 and 76.5 percent actual moved 
during the period 1975-1979 (the intended mo vers and the actual movers 
a re not necessary the same persons). On the contrary, among the most 
satisfied residents, only 11.5 percent of them intended to migrate in 
1975 and 10.8 percent of them actually moved during the four year 
perio d. Among those who are indifferent in community satisfaction. 
(neutral) the percentage of intended migration and' actual migration are 
35.0 percent and 29.5 percent respectively. 
It is observed that the percent of intended migration drops from 
58.6 to 35.0 when community satisfaction increases from level 4 to 
level 5. This drop of 23.6 percent is the largest difference among 
the differences between the percentages of intended migration of 
any two consecutive levels of community satisfaction. Therefore, 
it is obvious that the threshold point exists between levels 4 and 5 
of community satisfaction with respect to its influence on migration 
intention. Hence, Hypothesis 5 is substantiated. 
With respec t to actual migration, the threshold level is not clear 
at all. The differences in percent actual migration between levels 1 
and 2, and between levels 2 and 3 are larger than the difference 
between levels 4 and 5. Therefore, there is no clear evidence to 
substantiate Hypothesis 6 . 
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The indication of a threshold effect of satisfaction on migration 
intention leads to a further test of the relationship. Levels of 
community satisfaction are collapsed into two based on the breaking 
point of level 4. In specific, respondents with levels of community 
satisfaction 4 or below are classified as the dissatisfied groups, 
otherwise, the satisfied group. The crosstabulation of migration 
intention and actual migration by community satisfaction, as shown in 
Table 31, is then revisited. 
As can be seen from Table 31, only 25.4 percent of the satisfied 
residents intended to migrate in 1975 versus 64.8 percent of the dis-
satisfied group. The difference is highly significant (p ~ .0001), and 
the degree of association is very strong (Gamma= .688). This degree of 
association is substantially larger than the original degree of associ-
ation where community satisfaction is measured by a nine-point scale . 
This finding suggest that the threshold effect of community satisfact-
ion on migration intention enhances the relationship. 
With respect to actual migration, 19.6 percent of the satisfied 
residents moved out of their community during the period 1975-1979 and 
48.1 percent of the dissatified residents did so. The relationship is 
also highly significant. (p < .0001) with moderate strong degree of 
association (Gamma= .583). Therefore, it is contended that though 
there is not a clear thresholJ effect of satisfaction on actual migration, 
level 4 is an appropriate cut off point for a nine-level scale of 
satisfaction if a dichotomy is desired. 
Table 31. Percent intended and actual migration by community satisfac tion 
Communi t y 
satisJJaction 
Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
% (No. of 
Intended migratton cases ) 
25.4 (761) 
64.8 (281) 
~{ ~ 
•' • = 136.64 
p -<:. .0001 
Gamma = . 688 
% (No . of 
Ac tual migration cases) 
19.6 (789) 
48.1 (291) 
Jl.."'" = 86 0 76 
p -<:. .0001 
Gamma = . 583 
..... 
"' 
"' 
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A Causal Model of Migration 
The causal model of migration presented in Figure 3 consists of 
three stages. Community satisfaction and migration intention are the 
cwo intermediate variables assumed to be mediating the effects of the 
exogeneous variables on the final dependent variable, migration. The 
coefficients of a full path model are estimated by the technique of 
least square regression. All variables in the earlier stages are 
assumed to be influencing variables in the later stages. 
The method of least square regression is utilized since it is 
the prevailing method for the estimation of path coefficients in the 
literature . Since both migration intention. and migration are 
dichotomies, utilization of regression technique means violation of the 
assumption of normality and homeskedasticity . The assumption of normal-
ity can be relaxed by large sample size such as the present study 
(N = 772) . The assumption of homoskedasticity, according to Goodman 
(1974), will not be seriously violated if the proportion of the cwo 
categories of the dichotomy do not exceed the skewness of 25 percent -
75 percent distribution. In the present case, the distributions of 
both migration intention and actual migration fall within the said 
limit. In specific, 39.3 percent of the 772 respondents intended to 
migrate in 1975 and 30 . 7 percent did so during the four year period 
from 1975 to 1979. Therefore, it is argued that least square regression 
is a robust tool for the estimation of path coefficients in the present 
case. 
The results of the path analysis of migration are shown in Table 
32. 
148 
Table 32 . Standardized regression coefficients for the path model 
of migration 
Independent Community Migration Migration 
variables satisfaction intention 
FAl 0 335'** -.078 -.013 
FA2 -.07f! -.034 .006 
FA3 .o9f* .025 .055 
FA4 -. 24rf** .009 . 011 
FA5 -.006 -.032 -.028 
AGE .074' -.063 - .047 
MD -. o57* -.017 -.081* 
EDU -.029 .075 -0 09<! 
ace -.007 -.037 -.052 
INCOME .032 -.025 -.037 
RELGN .001 -.049 - .051 
NH .014 .062 .027 
HOME -.011 -.103 -.134*** 
KIN .053 -.038 -.1o<!* 
FRIEND .007 - .039 .044 
!1IGRANT -.041 .ud"** .175*** 
HOUSE -. 057* .037 . 095** 
EXPOSE -.028 .on* -.027 
DISTAN -.112 .150 -.152 
POP .284*** -.004 .110 
CHANGE -.222*** 0 075 -.019 
SALES -.166** -.055 .003 
UNEMPLOY -.001 -.143 .249* 
PC INCOME -.196* -.181 .105 
SATIN 
(Community satisfaction) -.239*** -.116* 
INTENT 
(Migration intention) .233*** 
Number of cases 772 772 772 
R2 
.515 .274 .290 
* p < .05 
** p 
"'-
.01 
*** p 
"'-
.001 
As can be seen from the table, community satisfaction, migration 
intention and migration have R2 value of .515, .274 and .290, res-
pectively. That all R2 values are significant at .001 level implies 
that the path model is a valid system. 
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Though the sample size is smaller due to the listwise deletion of 
missing cases (772 in this chapter versus 797 in last chapter), findings 
on community satisfaction are similar to that in the last chapter. For 
migration intention, community satisfaction (SATIN) and migrant status 
(MIGRANT) are significant at .001 level and nonUtah exposure (EXPOSE) 
at .05 level. 
Hypothesis 7 states, "community satisfaction mediates most of 
the effects of the exogeneous variables on migration intentions". 
Since four of the five factors of community. assessment, age, and 
four variables of objective condition are significant for community 
satisfaction and all of these lose the significance in the regression 
for migration intention when community satisfaction is included as 
one of the explanatory variables, therefore Hypothesis 7 is supported. 
Hypothesis 8 states, "community satisfaction exerts the strongest 
effects on migration intention". Since it has been found that community 
satisfaction is the most sig11ificant variables influencing migration 
intention and its standardized coefficient is the strongest one among 
the 25 explanatory variables, this hypothesis is strongly substantiated. 
In addition to the substantiation of Hypothesis 7 and Hypothesis 
8, the findings on migration intention yield more implications. It 
has been found that migrant status and nonUtah exposure are not sign-
ificant for community satisfaction mainly due to the absorption of 
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effects by the factors of community assessment "(pl:e"B,.e· see Chapter VI). 
However, they are significant, at .001 and .05 level respectively , for 
migration intention. [his suggest that the recency of the move and 
the cultural experience of the respondents per se, have direct effect 
on the respondent's migration aspiration regardless of his/her other 
background characteristics, satisfaction to the community, or the 
objective community condi tions. In other words, the axiom of oumulative 
inertia also applies to the present data. 
For migration, migration intention, home ownership and migrant 
status are significant at . 001 level; kinship ties and housing type at 
.01 level; marital status, education, unemployment rate and community 
satisfaction at .05 level. Migrant intention is found to be the most 
significant cause since its F value (41 . 23) is the greatest. Hypo-
thesis 9 which states, "migration is a planned rational behavior, i.e., 
migration is affected significantly by the intention to move" is thus 
supported. 
Comparison of findings between migration intention and actual 
migration reveals a very interesting pattern. Most of the background 
characteristics which are significant for actual migration are not 
significant for migration intention. In other words, the effects of 
these characteristics are disguised until the final stage of the 
model. These findings properly reflects the difference between intention 
and action. Migration intention is less constrained by the respondents' 
soci oeconomic status and the objective community conditions. However, 
when intention is transformed into action, the ability and fle xibility 
to move (education, housing type, and marital status), the social and 
economic bonds (kinship ties and homeownership) , and the objective 
conditions of the community (unemployment rate) all come into effect . 
In terms of the subjective domain, more thoroughly considerations of 
various aspects of the move are required in the decision-making when 
a household is carrying out its intention to move. 
151 
The role of the objective community conditions in the path model 
reserves s ome attention. For community s atisfaction, the findings are 
the same as that in last chapter . For migration intention, none of the 
siK variables is significant. For actual migration, unemployment 
rate demonstrates a positive significant effect. In accordance with 
common sense, the higher the unemployment rate, the stronger its force 
to push people out. Generally speaking, most of the effects of the 
community variables on migration intention and migration are indirect 
mediated by communit; satisfaction . 
In order to gain more insights about the path model of migration, 
community satisfaction is receded into a dichotomy based on its 
threshold level on migration intention and disc rimiant analysis is 
employed to estimate the pa th coeffici ents. Discr i minant analys i s is 
the most appropriate tool when the dependent variables is categorical, 
and the independent variables are in both interval or dichotomous, as 
in the present case. Furthermore, it is devoid of all the assumptions 
required for regression analysis. Since quite a few independent 
variables are found to have negligible effects in the regressions 
analysis, the stepwise mode with Ras 's method is utilized for the 
discriminant analysis. (Nie et al., 1975; Eisenbeis and Avery, 1972). 
In each step, the variable selected is the one which contributes the 
152 
largest increase in Ras's V, a generalized distance measure, when added 
to the previous variables. A variable is considered for selection 
only if its partial F ratio is larger than the default value of 1. 
Therefore, a variable with weak discriminatory power on the dependent 
variables will not be included in the function at all. Variables which 
are included in the function are relatively more important. 
The standardized discriminant coefficants and the classification 
results for the path model are presented in Table 33. As the t able 
indicates, for community satisfaction, there are twelve discrimin-
ators in the function. The percentage of correction classification are 
82.9 percent for the satisfied group and 75.3 percent for the dissatisf-
ied group. For the entire sample, 80 .7 percent of the respondents are 
correctly classified with respect to their satisfaction status. For 
migration intention, there are sixteen discriminators in the function. 
The classification results yield correction classification of 72.9 
percent for the entire saWPle, 68.3 percent for those who intended to 
migrate and 75.9 percent for those who did not. For migration, the 
fifteen-variable discriminant function yields correct classification 
of 75.9 percent for the whole group, 73.0 percent for the movers and 
77.2 percent for the stayers. As a whole, all the three endogeneous 
variables in the model have correct classification well above 70 percent. 
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Table 33. Standardized discriminant coefficients and classification 
results for the path model of migration 
Independent 
variables 
FA! 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FA5 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
DCC 
INCOME 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
MIGRANT 
HOUSE 
EXPOSE 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
SATIN 
INTENT 
Community 
satisfaction 
.455*** 
.178** 
-.3oo*** 
.089 
-.090 
.083 
.134* 
-.098 
-.077 
.zso*** 
-.346*** 
-.100 
Centroids of groups in reduced space 
Migration 
intention 
-.zoo*** 
-.070 
-.131 
.173** 
.092* 
-.207*** 
-.105 
-.069 
.248*** 
.081 
.173:** 
.255 
.129 
-.177 
-.208 
.416*** 
Group 1 .382(Satisfied) .647(Intended) 
Group 2 -.939(Dissatisfied) -.418(Not intended) 
Classification results 
Group 1 82.9(N=549) 
Group 2 75.3(N=223) 
Total 80.7(N=772) 
68.3(N=303) 
75.9(N=469) 
72.9 (N=772) 
Migration 
.091 
-.084 
.115 
.141* 
.173* 
.100 
.071 
.247*** 
.226*** 
-.076 
-. 325*** 
-.192** 
-.110 
-.21s** 
-.432*** 
-.801 (Move) 
.355 (No 
move) 
73.0(N=237) 
77 .2(N=535) 
75.9(N=772) 
--Variables not included in the functions since their values of F 
to enter are less than the default value of 1. 
*p <. . 05 **p <. . 01 ***p <. . 001 
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Relationship Between Migration Intention and Migration 
In last section, it has been shown that migration is a rational-
ly planned behavior, i.e., it is affected most significantly by the 
intention to migrate. In this section, emphasis is focused upon this 
relationship (between intention and migration) among respondents of 
different migrant status and housing type. Our basic contention is 
that residents of different socialization background {such as the 
recent migrants and the established residents) and/or different living 
arrangements and socioeconomic status (such as the mobile home 
dwellers and the conventional home residents) are also different in 
their decision making of migration. 
Table 34 present the percent of intended migration and actual 
migration for groups of respondents with different migrant status and/ 
or housing type. As can be seen from the table, recent migrants have 
higher probabilities of migration intention and actual migration than 
the established residents. So do the mobile home dwellers in comparsion 
with the conventional home residents. Among the four groups of dif-
ferent combinations of migrant status and housing, recent migrants 
in mobile home have the highest degree of mobility (72.86 percent for 
migration intention add 67.14 percent for migration) whereas established 
residents in conventional home are the most stable group (26.14 percent 
for migration intention and 17.05 percent for migration). 
Table 35 presents the results of regression analysis of migration 
on the recent migrants and the established residents. As the table 
shows,education (EDU), occupation (OCC), homeownership {HOME), kinship 
ties (KIN), housing type (HOME) and migration intention (INTENT) are 
Table .:i4. Percent of intended migration and actual migration for 
specific subgroups 
% intended % actual 
Groups migration migration 
Entire sample 39.25 30.70 
Recent migrants 61.05 52.43 
Established residents 27.72 19.21 
Mobile home dweller 56.30 51.11 
Coventional home residents · 35.64 26 .37 
Recent migrants in 
mobile home 72.86 67.14 
Recent migrants in 
conventional home 56.85 47.21 
Established residents in 
mobile home 38.46 33.85 
Established residents in 
conventional horne 26.14 17.05 
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(N) 
(772) 
(267) 
(505) 
(135) 
(637) 
(70) 
(197) 
(65) 
(440) 
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significant among the recent migrants while marital status (MD), kinship 
ties, friendship ties (FRIEND), housing type, unemployment rate 
(UNEMPLOY) and intention are significant among the established residents. 
The regression model explains 26 .9 percent of the variation of migration 
among the recent migrants and 19.8 percent among the established 
residents. Though the regression model has a better fit for the former 
group, the effect of migration intention appears to be stronger among 
the latter, as indicated by the unstandardized regression coefficients. 
Hypothesis 10 states, "the effect of migration intention on actual 
migration depends on migrant status". Statistically, this hypothesis 
is represented by the following null (H0) and alternative (HA) hypo-
theses. 
Ho: INTENT(established) - INTENT(rec~nt) O(H0 : .226 - .204 = 0) 
HA: INTENT(established) - INTENT(recent) ~ O(HA: .226 - .204 ~ 0) 
To test the above hypotheses, the F test of equality of sets of 
coefficients across sample is once again carried out. 
111.56532 - (48.68014 + 62.87097)/721 - (241 + 479) 
F(i,720) (48.68014 + 62.87097)/(241 + 479) 
111.56532 - 111.55111 
(111.55111)/720 
.01421 
.15493 
= .0917 
The above F value is not significant a t any meaningful level and 
hence Hypothesis 10 is not supported. It is therefore concluded that 
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Table 35 . Regression analysis of migration on recent migrant and 
established residents 
Recent migrants Established residents 
Independent Unstand. Stand. Unstand. Stand. 
variables coeff . coeff. coeff. coeff. 
FAl .012 .027 -.022 -.055 
FA2 .048 .088 -.009 -.022 
FA3 .010 .022 .038 .095 
FA4 .042 .077 -.003 -.007 
FAS -.043 -.081 -.001 -.001 
AGE -.004 -.090 -.001 -.026 
MD -.077 -.046 -.107 -.too* 
EDU -.068 -.167* -.025 -.081 
occ 
-.059 -.154* .001 .001 
INCOHE -.002 - . 005 -.019 - .068 
RELGN -.038 -.037 -.062 -.063 
NH .030 .098 .004 .016 
HOHE -.241 -.205** -.119 -.089 
KIN -.003 -.138* -.001 -.110* 
FRIEND -.001 .003 .002 .114** 
HOUSE .168 .148* .111 .094* 
EXPOSE 
-.051 -.045 .004 .005 
DISTAN -.001 -.058 - .002 -.199 
POP .002 .081 .002 .080 
CHANGE -.001 - . 050 -.001 - . 005 
SALES -.001 -.021 .002 .077 
UNEHPLOY .031 .161 .047 .335* 
PCINCOHE .025 .125 . 023 .160 
SATIN -.030 -.116 -.021 -.100 
INTENT .204 .199** 0 226 .257*** 
Cons tant .163 , 553 
Number of cases 267 505 
R2 
.269 .198 
* p<.05 
** p <.01 
*** p < . 001 
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although the effect of migration intention on migration is slightly 
stronger for the established residents, the difference is negligible . 
Table 36 presents the results of regression analysis of migration 
on mobile home dwellers and conventional home residents. It is surpris-
ing to note that only one variable, migrant status (MIGRANT), is 
significant for the mobile home dwellers. Even migration intention 
is not significant at all. Among the conventional home residents, 
community satisfaction (SATIN) and migration intention are significant 
at .05 level and .001 level, respectively. The regression model explains 
31.4 percent of the variation of migration among the mobile home 
dwellers and 28.4 percent among the conventional home residen,ts. 
Hypothesis 11 states, "the effect of migration intention on 
actual migration depends on housing type". In other words, it is 
hypothesized that: 
H0 : INTENT(conventional) - INTENT(mobile) O(Ho: .235 - .157 ~ 0) 
HA: INTENT(conventional) - INTENT(mobile) # O(HA: .235- .157 # 0) 
F ( l, 720) 
112.43696 - (23.13075 + 88.59597)/721 - (109 + 611) 
(23.13075 + 88.59597)/(109 + 611) 
. 71024 
.155176 
4.577 
The F value of 4.577 is significant at ."05 level hence Hypothesis 
11 is substantiated. More specifically, the effect of intention on 
migration is much stronger among the conventional home residents than 
among the mobile home residents. 
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Table 36. Regression analysis of migration on mobile home dwellers 
and conventional home residents 
Mobile home Conventional home 
Independent Unstand. Stand. Unstand. Stand. 
variables coeff. coeff. coeff. coeff. 
FA! -.036 -.080 .009 .021 
FA2 .086 .170 -.014 -.030 
FA3 .028 .070 .016 .036 
FA4 -.050 -.097 .007 .016 
FA5 .035 .073 -.031 -.068 
AGE .001 .007 -.001 -.054 
MD .027 .016 -.121 -.098 
EDU -.054 -.123 -.033 -.098 
occ -.022 -.053 -.017 -.053 
INCOME .019 .047 -.021 -.066 
RELGN -.082 -.082 -.053 -.051 
NH .002 .006 .009 .038 
HOME -.036 -.024 -.211 -.170 
KIN -.002 -.112 -.001 -.100 
FRIEND .002 .123 .001 .006 
MIGRANT .253 .253* .158 .166 
EXPOSE -.114 -.099 -.022 -.025 
DISTAl'! -.005 -.428 -.001 -.104 
POP .004 .153 .002 .095 
CHA..'lGE .001 .089 -.001 -.062 
SALES .002 • 062 .001 .039 
UNEMPLOY .132 .567 .033 .213 
PC INCOME .087 .480 .016 .094 
SATIN -.359 -.138 - . 027 -.116* 
INTENT .157 .156 .235 .255*** 
Constant -3.219 .102 
Number of cases 135 637 
R2 
.314 .284 
* p <-05 
** p <-01 
*** p <. .001 
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Hypothesis 12 states, "the effect of migration intention on actual 
migration depends on migrant status and housing type". In order to 
test this hypothesis, regression analysis of migration for the four 
groups of respondents of unique combinations of migrant. status and 
housing type has been carried out. The standardized coefficients are 
presented in Table 37 and the unstandardized coefficients are presented 
in Table 38. As can be seen from the two tables, the effect of · 
intention on migration is not significant at all for the two groups 
of respondents staying in mobile home, partly due to their smaller sample 
size. The proportion of variation of migration explained by the regression 
model are .514, .302, .19 7 and . 200 for recent migrants in mobile home, 
recent migrants in conventional home, established residents in mobile 
homes, and estabtished residents in conventional home, respectively . 
The insignificance of migration intention among the two groups 
of respondents who stayed in mobile home implies that its coefficient 
may by greatly affected by sample variablility. It is therefore not 
meaningful to compare the coefficient of intention between those two 
groups. It is also obvious that migration intention functions more, 
as indicated by its significance, among the other two groups of respond-
ents who stayed in conventional home. Thus, the only question remains 
is whether there is significant difference in the effect of migration 
intention between the recent migrants in conventional home and the 
established residents in conventional home. In other words, the follow-
ing pair of hypotheses are to be t~sted: 
H0 : INTENT(RM and CH) INTENT(ER and CH) O(Ho: .245 - .240 0) 
HA: INTENT(RM and CH) - INTENT(ER and CH) # O(HA: .245 - .240 # 0) 
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Table 37. Regression analysis of migration for the four groups of 
migrant status and housing type - standardized coefficients 
Independent Standardized coefficient 
variables RM and MH RM and CH 
FAl .072 .106 
FA2 .539** .028 
FA3 .171 -.016 
FA4 -. 197 .136 
FA5 - . 012 -.131 
AGE .309 -.090 
MD .215 -.075 
EDU -.192 -.207* 
occ 
-.191 - .140 
INCOME .094 -.064 
RELGN -. 143 - .057 
NH .032 .103 
HOME -.207 -.221** 
KIN -.047 -.102 
FRIEND 
-.073 - .067 
EXPOSE -.403** ·-.024 
DISTAN -.474 -.006 
POP 
-.114 .195 
CHANGE .412 -.209* 
SALES .373 -.031 
UNEMPLOY .102* .098 
PC INCOME . 877** .017 
SATIN -.044 -.146 
INTENT .162 .243** 
Number of cases 70 197 
R2 
.514 .302 
RM and MH Recent migrants and !1obile home 
RM and CH Recent migrants and Conventional home 
ER and MH Established residents and Mobile home 
ER and MH 
.011 
-.011 
.114 
.084 
.147 
.037 
-.120 
-.152 
.027 
-.037 
- . 061 
.046 
.032 
-.115 
.200 
-.013 
-.216 
.261 
.070 
-.046 
.367 
.125 
-.204 
.174 
65 
.197 
ER and CH Established residents and Conventional home 
* p<.05 
** p<..Ol 
*** p <.. 001 
ER and CH 
-.049 
-.031 
.075 
- .033 
- .041 
-.032 
-.1os* 
-.067 
-.002 
- . 079 
- . 050 
.009 
-.115* 
-.114* 
.103* 
.005 
-.188 
.029 
-.010 
.119 
.335* 
.185 
-.095 
.281*** 
440 
.200 
Table 38. 
Independent 
variables 
FAl 
FA2 
FA3 
FA4 
FA5 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
occ 
INCOME 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
EXPOSE 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
SATIN 
INTENT 
Constant 
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Regression analysis of migration for the four groups of 
migrant status and housing type - unstandardized coefficient s 
Unstandardi zed coefficients 
RM and Mll RM and CH ER and Mll ER and CH 
.030 .049 .005 -.019 
.254** 
.016 -.005 - .012 
.065 - . 008 . 042 . 031 
- .100 .075 .040 -.012 
-.005 -.071 .070 - . 016 
.011 -.004 .001 - .001 
.392 -.120 -.174 - . l OS* 
- .078 -.085* -.674 -. 019 
-.072 -.055 .107 -.001 
.034 -.026 -.149 -.020 
-.135 - . 060 -.059 -.051 
.011 .030 .014 .002 
-.267 -.25o** .053 - . 147* 
-.001 -.002 - . 002 -.001* 
- . 001 -.001 .003 .002* 
-.52o** - .260 -.013 .004 
-.007 -.001 - . 002 - . 002 
-.003 .005 .007 .001 
.002 -.002* .001 -.001 
.010 - .002 -.001 .003 
.199* . 017 .068 .044* 
.192** .003 .018 . 028 
-.011 -.038 -.050 - . 020 
. 171 .245** .169 .240*** 
-7.625 1.228 -.440 -.725 
Number of cases 70 197 65 440 
R2 
RM and Mll 
RM and CH 
ER and Mll 
ER and CH 
* P<·05 
** p <.Ol 
*** p <.001 
.514 .302 .197 
Recent migrant s and Mobile home 
Recent migrants and Conventional home 
Established residents and Mobile home 
Established residents and Conventional home 
.200 
F(l,587) 
84 . 02579- (34.27097 + 49.75436)/588- (172 + 415) 
(34.27097 + 49.75436)/(172 +415) 
.00046 
. 14314 
.0032 
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Since the F value (.0032) is close to zero, it is concluded that 
there is no significance at all between the two groups of respondents 
who stayed in conventional home with respect to the effect of intention 
on actual migration. 
The above findings suggest that the difference in the effect of 
intention on migration is largely attributed to housing type rather 
than migrant status. Thus, Hypothesis 12 is not substantiated. 
This result is consistent with the rejection of Hypothesis 10 and 
the acceptance of Hypothesis 11. 
Intended Destination and Intended Migration Direction 
In the present study, the concept of migration expectation 
consists of three aspects, migration intention, intended destination 
and intended migration direction. Migration intention s .erves as an 
intermediate variable in the causal model of migration and has been 
analyzed in the previous sections. This section deals with the other 
two aspects of migration expectation. 
The results of regression and discriminant analysis of intended 
destination (Utah versus NonUtah) are presented in Table 39. Since 
the analysis focuses on only those who expressed an intention to move, 
Table 39. Regression analysis and discriminant analysis of intended 
destination (Utah vs NonUtah) 
Regression 
Independent 
variables 
Unstand. Stand. 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
ace 
INCOME 
STATE 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
MIGRANT 
HOUSE 
EXPOSE 
DISTAN 
POP 
CH!NGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
Constant 
N. of cases 
coeff. 
-.001 
.014 
.042 
-.019 
-.031 
.156 
.320 
-.005 
.006 
.001 
-.001 
.058 
.095 
-.244 
-.002 
-.001 
-.001 
-.003 
.012 
-.001 
• 728 
260 
. 346 
Centroids of groups in reduced space 
Utah 
NonUtah 
Percent of correct classification 
Utah (N=l31) 
NonUtah (N=l29) 
Total 
coeff. 
-.025 
.009 
.108 
-.048 
-.081 
.148* 
.308*** 
-.018 
.005 
.054 
-.013 
.058 
.079 ** 
-.231* 
-.124 
-.003 
-.047 
- . 116 
.063 
- . 001 
Discrimenant 
Unstand. Stand. 
coeff. 
.183 
-.107 
.521 
1.103 
.330 
-.824 
-.003 
-.007 
- . 008 
.329 
260 
.577 
-.586 
81.7 
70.5 
76.15 
coeff. 
.234 
-.139 
.248 
.530 
.138 
-.391 
-.i05 
-.129 
-.132 
--Variables not included in the function since their values of F to 
enter are less than the default value of 1. 
*p <.. .05, **p <.. .01, ***p <... 001 
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the sample size reduces to 260. Regression analysis shows that among 
the twenty independent variables, only three are found to be significant-
ly influencing the respondents' intended destination. Religion and 
nonUtah exposure are significant at .001 level and state of birth (STATE) 
at .05 level. NonUtah exposure is found to be inducing >eople to m3Ve 
out of Utah whereas religion and birth within the state are the key 
factors retaining ?eople in Utah. The regression model explains 34.6 
percent of the total variation of intended destinations. This R2 value 
is significant at .001 level. 
Hypothesis 13 states, "religion exerts significant effects on 
intended destination in terms of Utah-nonUtah communities". Hypo-
thesis 14 states, "previous experience of non Utah exposure exerts 
significant effects on intended destination in terms of Utah-nonUtah 
communi ties". 
Hypothesis 15 states, "state of birth (Utah-nonUtah) exerts 
significant effects on intend destination in terms of Utah-nonUtah 
communi ties". 
In view of the above findings, all the three hypotheses are 
supported. The discriminant function consists of nine independent 
variables -- discriminators. In addition to the three significant 
variables just discussed, education (EDU), income, housing type, 
distance from closest SMSA , population size and per capita retail 
sales (indicator of economic activities) are also found to have 
discriminatory power on intended destination. These nine discrimin-
ators provide hf.gh -percentages of correct classification, i.e., 81.7 
percent for those who intended to move to other places within Utah, 
70 . 3 percent for those who intended to move out of Utah, and 76.15 
percent for the entire sample. 
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Table 40 presents the results of regression analysis and 
discriminant analysis of intended direction of migration (metro vs. 
nonmetro). The discriminant function contains nine independent 
variables which produce a correct classification of 63.2 percent for 
the entire sample. The regression analysis, however, indicates that 
none of the twenty variables has significant effect on intended 
migration direction. The percent of variation of intended migration 
direction explained by the regression, 10.2 percent, is not significant 
either. Hence the regression model is obviously useless in explain-
n:ing· the directions (metro vs. nonmetro) to which the respondents 
intended to move. 
Hypothesis 16 which states, "migrant status exerts significant 
effects on intended migration direction in terms of metropolitan vs. 
nonmetropolitan bound", is therefore rejected. 
The above results of regression analysis have two implications. 
Firstly, intended migration intention is a purely random variable 
which cannot be explained by systematic forces. Secondly, there is 
specification error (omission of relevant variables) in the model. 
Though the data limitation does not permit a more rigorous test, it is 
believed that the likeliness of the first implication is very slim. 
Intended migration direction may be more influenced by the motivation 
of migration (e.g. variables of quality of life), and residential 
preferences, instead of the socioeconomic backgrounds which are 
available in the present study. 
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Table 40. Regression analysis and discriminant analysis of intended 
direction of migration (Metro vs Nonmetro) 
Regression 
Independent 
variables 
Unstand. Stand . 
AGE 
MD 
EDU 
ace 
INCOME 
STATE 
RELGN 
NH 
HOME 
KIN 
FRIEND 
MIGRANT 
HOUSE 
EXPOSE 
DISTAN 
POP 
CHANGE 
SALES 
UNEMPLOY 
PC INCOME 
Constant 
N. of cases 
coeff. 
.002 
-.193 
-.004 
-.049 
.039 
.077 
.025 
-.037 
. 040 
. 001 
-.001 
.008 
-.073 
-.048 
-.001 
.005 
- .001 
.001 
.026 
-.018 
1.084 
277 
.102 
Centroids of groups in reduced space 
Metro 
Nonmetro 
Percent of correct classification 
Metro (N=l44) 
Nonmetro (N=l33) 
Total 
coeff. 
. 058 
-.123 
-.010 
-.123 
.098 
. 071 
. 025 
-.125 
.035 
.046 
-.007 
.008 
-.064 
-.044 
-.077 
.193 
-.057 
.022 
.141 
- . 093 
Discriminant 
Unstand. Stand. 
coeff . 
-.016 
1.290 
. 350 
- . 232 
-.615 
.205 
.481 
-.031 
- . 120 
1.014 
277 
-.316 
.292 
61.7 
64 . 6 
63.2 
coeff. 
-.224 
.413 
.436 
-.295 
- . 287 
.348 
.222 
-.514 
- . 328 
--Variables not included in the function since their values of F to 
enter are less than the default value of 1. 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <. .001 
In G~e first section of this chapter, it is found that there is 
a threshold effect of community satisfaction on migration intention. 
The threshold point exists between levels 4 and of connnunity 
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satisfaction measured by a nine-level scale. No clear indication, 
however, shows a threshold effect of satisfaction on actual migration. 
In the second section, the path coefficients of the causal model 
of migration are estimated by both least square regression technique 
and discriminant analysis. The strong significance of the values of 
R2 and the successful percentages of correct classification demonstrate 
that the hypothesized path model is a valid system. The hypothesis 
that human migration is a rational}y planned behavior is strongly 
substantiated. It is also found that migra3ion intention is less 
constrained by the respondents' background characteristics and even 
d1~ 'objective community conditions. However, when intention is trans-
formed into action, the respondents' ability and flexibility to move, 
their social and economic bonds, and the objective conditions of the 
community, all come into effect. 
The third section deals with the relationship between intention 
and migration for groups of respondents of different migrant status 
and/or housing type. It is found that intention affects migration more 
among the conventional home residents than among the mobile home 
dwellers, whereas migrant status exerts no significant influence on 
the relationship. 
Two other aspects of migration expectation, namely, intended 
destination and intended migration direction, are investigated in the 
fourth section. NonUtah exposure, religion and state of birth are 
found to be significantly influencing the respondents' intended des-
tination (Utah versus nonUtah). Experience of nonUtah exposure tends 
to induce people to move out of Utah whereas LDS membership and birth 
within the state are the key factors retaining people in Utah. On 
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the contrary, none of the variables included in the present study is 
significant in affecting the respondents' intended direction of 
migration. It is contended that variables measuring one's motivation of 
migration and residential preferences may be much more influential 
than variable of the socioeconomic background with respect to migration 
direction. 
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CHAPTER IX 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the dif~erentials by 
migrant status and housing type, and the pattern of community satis-
faction and migration among nonmetropolitan communities in Utah with the 
context of post 1970 migration reversals. The major objectives were: 
l. To assess the differentials in socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics and three major aspects of community life by 
migrant status and housing type. The three aspects of community 
life were: community attachment, consuming behavior and 
willingness to give help for community betterment. 
2. To assess the pattern of the relationship between factors of 
community assessment and overall community satisfaction for 
the entire sample as well as for groups of respondents of 
different migrant status and/or housing type. 
3. To test a causal model of migration from various approaches 
within the context of migration reversals. 
The major part of the data came from a survey conducted in eight 
nonmetropolitan communities in Utah at the end of 1975. A response 
rate of 70.3 percent was obtained and the sample consists of 1,126 
households. Other information on the aggregate level were obtained 
from the Annual Report of the Utah Department of Employment Security 
(1975), and from the Community Economic Facts (Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research, 1975). 
The unit of analysis in this study was household rather than 
individual. The population to which the findings can be generalized 
are all households residing in all nonmetropolitan commr 
unties in Utah. 
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The analytic framework to study the pattern of community satisfaction 
resembles ~illrans and Rodgers' (1975) formulation in which three sets 
of independent ,variables are · believed to be the major causes. of 
community satisfaction. The three sets of variables were: assessments 
of community attributes, background characteristics of the respondents , 
and objective community conditions. To study migration, the well 
known causal model of mobility/migration in the literature (Speare, 
1974; Bach and Smith, 1977) has been applied to the nonmetropolitan 
settings with the addition of a number of contextual variables. The 
major findings of the study are summarized in the following paragraphs. 
With respect to the differential analysis, it has been found that: 
1. The recent migrants who moved into the nonmetropolitan com-
munities since 1970 are much different in various respect 
from the settled migrants and natives who are similar to each 
other. 
2. The recent migrants are much younger, of larger household 
size, higher in socioeconomic status, more likely to be polit-
ically independent, less likely to be Mormons, more l ikely to 
s tay in ·mobile home and much less likely to own land and their 
home, in comparison with the established residents (the 
settled mi.grants and the natives). 
3. The recent migrants have weaker friendship and kinship ties in 
town and feel more dissatisfied to and less accepted by the 
community . 
4 . The recent migrants are more likely to purchase goods and 
services outside the community than are the established 
residents. 
5 . The recent migrants are much more willing to give help for 
community betterment through various activities and contri-
butions including leadership responsibilities and monetary 
contributions with the exception of "give a half day's pay" . 
6. The mobile home dwellers are different form the residents in 
conventional housing arrangements in socioeconomic and 
demographic characteristics and various aspects of community 
life. 
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7. The mobile home dwellers are younger, of larger household size, 
more likely to be politically independent, much less likely to 
be members of the dominant church (LDS) and to own any amount of 
land than the conventional home residents. They consist of 
a large proportion (47.9 percent) of recent migrants and 
locate at comparatively lower positions in the socio~ 
economic ladder. 
8. The mobile home dwellers are more detached from the community 
life, less satisfied, have weaker friendship ties and are more 
reluctant to participate in community events than the conven-
tional home residents. 
9 . The mobile home dwellers are much more likely to purchase their 
goods and services outside of the community than the conven-
tional home residents. 
10. The mobile home dweller are much more reluctant to give help 
for community betterment except symbolic supports such as 
"sign a petition". 
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11. Among the four groups of residents with different combinations 
of migrant status and housing type (recent migrants in mobile 
home, recent migrants in conventional home, established 
residents in mobile home, and established residents in 
conventional home), the established residents in mobile home 
are in the lowest position in terms of socioeconomic status. 
12. Among the four said groups, the established residents in 
conventional home are the most satisfied group with strongest 
feeling of acceptance and strongest kinship and friendship ties. 
13. Among the four said groups, the recent migrants in mobile home 
are the least attached to the community. They are the least 
satisfied group with minimum participation in community events 
and weakest kinship and friendship ties. 
14. Among the four said groups,. the recent migrants in conventional 
housing arrangements are the most active group in participating 
in community events and the most willing residents to contri-
bute to the community though they are also less satisfied and 
still in the process of integration to the community. 
With respect to community assessment and community satisfaction, 
it has been found that: 
1. There are five major dimensions (factors) of community assess-
ment. They are: (l) interpersonal relations, (2) community 
facilit i es and services,(3) community phys i cal appearance, 
(4) local government, and (5) env i ronment quality . 
2. Community satisfaction is a multi-dimensional concept. It is 
affected significantly by the first four of the above said 
factors. 
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3. About 50.5 percent of the total variation of community satis-
faction is explained by three sets of independent variables: 
(1) factors of community assessment , (2) personal character-
istics and (3) objective community conditions. 
4. Community satisfaction is affected most significantly by the 
factors of community assessment. The five factors of com-
rnunity assessment alone account for 44.5 percent of the 
variation of community satisfaction, whereas personal charact-
eristics and objective community conditions account for 15.6 
percent and 15.3 percent respectively. 
5. Community satisfaction is also affected significantly by the 
objective commtmity conditions; the five community variables 
together account for 15.3 percent of the total variation. 
Residents in communities of larger population size tend to have 
higher levels of satisfaction. One the other hand, residents 
in communities of rapid population changes tend to be more 
dissatisfied. It is therefore obvious that community satis-
faction is enhanced in larger and yet stable communities . The 
economic indicators are also found to be affectin g satisfaction 
significantly . Since energy development status is highly 
correlated with the rate of population change and the level 
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of economic activities, it is clear that residents in communit-
ies with high energy impact tend to be more dissatisfied. 
6. The pattern of community satisfaction is different between the 
recent migranns and the established residents. Community 
satisfaction is significantly affected by community physical 
appearance among the recent migrants versus community facilit-
ies and services among the established residents. On the o ther ·· 
hand, similarities between the two groups point to the 
importance of interpersonal relations and leadership of local 
government in influencing community satisfaction within the 
context of nonmetropolitan population turnaround. 
7. The pattern of community satisfaction is different between 
the mobile home dweller and the conventional home reside~ts. 
The mobile home dwellers' level of community satisfaction is 
principally affected by their assessment of the interpersonal 
relation and the local government whereas the established 
residents' level of community satisfaction is affected by 
multiple sources: interpersonal relations, community facilities 
and services, community physical appearance and local govern-
ment. 
a. The unit effect of interpersonal relations on community sat-
isfaction is much higher among the mobile home dwellers than 
among the conventional home residents. In other words, the 
former value their social relations to a much higher degree 
than do the latter when assessing their satisfaction toward 
their community. 
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9 . For the four groups of respondents with different combination 
of migrant status and housing type, the patterns of community 
satisfaction for the two groups of respondents staying in 
mobile home (recent migrants in mobile home, and established 
residents in mobile home) are basically the same: interperson-
al relations is the only significant factor. The pattern of 
community satisfaction for the two groups of respondents in 
conventional home (recent migrants in conventional home, and 
established residents in conventional home) resembles that of 
recent migrants and established residents, respectively . 
With respect to migration intention and migration, it has been 
found that: 
1. There is a threshold effect of community satisfaction on 
migration intention. The threshold po~nt exists between level 
4 and level 5 of community satisfaction measured by a nine-
level sacle. No clear indication shows a threshold effect of 
satisfaction on actual migration. 
2. The hypothesized causal model of migration in this study 
demonstrates to be a valid system in studying community 
satisfaction, migration intention and migration among residents 
in nonmetropolitan communities in Utah. More specifically, 
the model explains highly significant R2 values for all the 
three "ndogeneous variables and yields correction classif-
ication well over 70 percent. 
3. Migration intention is less constrained by the respondents' 
background characteristics and even the objective community 
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conditions. However, when intention is transformed into 
action, the respondents' ability and flexibility to move, 
their social and economic bonds, and the objective conditions 
of the community, all come into effect. 
4. The effects of the objective community conditions (measures 
of population turnaround) on migration intention and migration 
are mostly i ndirect (via community satisfaction). For migration 
intention, none of the six community variables is significant. 
For migration, unemployment rate demonstrates a positive 
significant effect. In other words, unemployment rate in 
nonmetropolitan areas still serves as a strong push factors 
in this new pattern of population redistribution. 
5. Among the four groups of respondents with different combinat-
ions of migrant status and housing type, recent migrants who 
stayed in mobile home have the highest proportion of migration 
intention and actual migration (72.86 percent and 67.14 percent 
respectively) whereas established residents who stayed in 
conventional home have the lowest (26.14 percent and 17.05 
percent for intention and migration respectively) . 
6. Migrant status exerts no significant influence on the relation-
ship between intention and migration. In other words, the 
degree of consistency between intention and migration is 
basically the same between the two groups. 
7. Intention affects migration more among the conventional home 
residents than among the mobile home dwellers. In other words, 
though the conventional home residents have lower rates of 
migration intention and actual migration, their mi gration 
behavior is more consistent with their intention. 
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8 . Previous experience of nonUtah exposure tends to induce people 
to move out of Utah. On the contrary, LDS membership and birth 
within the State are the key factors retaining people in Utah. 
9 . None of the independent variables included in the present study 
is significantly influencing the respondents' intended direct-
ion of migration in terms of metro-nonmetro bound. 
Since the present study is an empirical research, the practical 
applications of the findings to community policies are self-evident. In 
the following paragraphs, implications of the findings in this study in 
terms of theoretical explanations and generalizations are discussed. 
As previously noted, it has been found that mobile home dwellers, 
particularly those who are recent migrants are more reluctant to give 
help for community betterment except symbolic supports such as "sign 
a petition". In contrast, the recent mi grants i n conventional housing 
arrangements are the most active group in participating in community 
events and the most willing residents to contribute to the community 
including leadership responsibilities and monetary contributions. This 
phenomenon can be explained by exchange theory. According to exchange 
theory, people's behavior patterns are guided by their calculation of 
expected costs and reward of the available alternatives. In terms of 
group behavior, persons in the lower ranks are receiving less benefit 
from group membership than those of more importance in terms of social 
approval and status-reward . Hence their commitment t'o the success of 
the group might be less. And because of this lesser commitment, the 
s tandards of the group might be less important to those in the lower 
ranks. On the contrary, due to the reward of high status, members in 
the higher ranks tend to have stronger commitment and care more about 
the success of the group. 
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Community can be viewed as a larger group. Mobile home dwellers 
are found to be in the lower stratum of the community. Due to their 
lower socioeconomic status and flexibility to move (evidenced by the 
migration rate), they are less likely to consider themselves as the core 
members of the community if not marginal to it. This sense of marginal-
ity may be even stronger among the recent inmigrants who stayed in 
the mobile homes. Therefore, the quality of community life, or the level 
of community facilities and services are hence less valuable, or even 
indifferent to them. This phenomenon is evidenced by the findings that 
among the five factors of community assessment, only interpersonal 
relations is significantly influencing the level of community satis-
faction among the two groups of ·respondents who were staying in the 
mobile homes. Naturally, they are more reluctant to contribute. On 
the other hand, the recent migrants in conventional home, many of them 
are professionals and highly educated, are in the better positions in 
terms of socioeconomic status. They are more likely to be the members 
of the establishment in the near future. The betterment of community 
is thus more valuable for them, especially those who fled the metro-
politan complexes for the sake of "quality of life". They are there-
fore more enthusiastic and more willing to give help in building a 
better community life. 
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Secondly, in many earlier studies, the concept of community· 
satisfaction has been confined to and measured by satisfaction with 
facilities and services . Recently, this view of community satisfaction 
has changed (e.g . , Johnson and Knop, 1970). Findings in the present 
study reveals four significant dimensions of community satisfaction: 
interpersonal relationship, effectiveness of local government, community 
facilities and services, and community physical appearance. These 
four dimensions of community· satisfaction, it is argued, are relevant 
not only in the micro-level but also in the macro level where the unit 
of analysis is community rather than individual or household. The 
quality of the community with respect to these four dimensions may be 
significantly affecting the degree of population turnaround of the 
community and its ability in retaining the newcomers. 
Thirdly, findings on the relationship between migration intention 
and actual migration also deserves a closer look. As previously 
mentioned, it has been found that migration intention is less contrained 
by the respondents' background characteristics and even the objective 
community conditions. However, when intention is transformed into 
action, the respondents' ability and flexibility to move, their social 
and economic bonds, and the objective conditions of the community, all 
come into effect. The findings properly reflect the difference between 
Furthermore, it has been found that intention affects migration more 
among the residents in conventional home than among the mobile home 
dwellers. This finding has three implications. Firstly, migration for 
people in the lower stratum of the society, such as the mobile home 
dwellers in nonmetropolitan communities, is a relatively less rational-
ly planned behavior. Secondly, mobile home dwellers are more likely 
to int:end to migrate due to their marginal status, but they are less 
likely to carry out their intention. Thirdly, since the mobile · home 
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dwellers are more likely engaged in occupations of lower ranks which 
a re less stable, and more likely to affected by economic fluctuations, 
it i s difficult for them to plan their migration in advance. Irres-
pective of which implication is more valid, the finding can be general-
ized that the inconsistency between intention and action is higher among 
the lower class than among the middle class. In ·discussing fertilitty 
behavior, Beshers (1967) classified people into three modes of orient-
a tion: (1) traditional, (2) short-run hedonistic, and (3 ) purposive-
rational. Since middle class people are known to be more rationally 
oriented, research which relates social class to the relationship 
between intention and action may yield more information about the 
behavioral patterns of human beings . 
Fourthly, with respect to intended destination, it is found that 
previous experience of nonUtah exposure is highly significant (p < .001) 
regardless of the respondents' socioeconomic status and religious back-
ground . Previous study ( Toney and Stinner, 1978) indicates 
that selec'tive migration contributes to the continued numerical 
dominance of Mormons over the State of Utah, and that a large proportion 
of recent inmigrants who are nonMormons intend to move out of the State. 
With the present findings in mind, therefore, it can be hypothesized 
that contact with the larger society by the LOS members will he a likely 
s ource to break the persistence of Mormon culture regi on in the future. 
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Si nce this study is confined to the nonmetropolitan communities in 
Utah, studies of larger scope, for instance, covering the mountain 
areas or the West region, are essential for deeper understanding of the 
phenomenon of nonmetropolitan population turnaround, and its relation 
to community satisfaction .and migration. If data are available, research 
on actual migration destination, actual direction of migration, and the 
cpltural influences brought by the returned missionaries will be 
important to understand the impact of migration on the Mormon culture 
region. 
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Appendix A: 
Questionnaire 
BElTER CON1MUNIT~ES 
FOR UTAH 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
MALE- FEMALE HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS : 
1 95 
-1-
1. We would like to begin by asking you to give an 
overall rating of your conmunity as a place 
to 1 i ve . By corrmun i ty we mean the town or 
c ity in which you now reside . Do you con-
si der it to be: 
(CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE ) 
z, In general do you feel your co11111unity is 
becoming a BETTER or WORSE place to 
1 ive? 
3 If 10 represents the BEST possi ble c011111unity 
/1 POOR 
2 FAI R 
1 BETTER 
2 WORSE 
BEST 
3 GOOO 
4 EXCELLENT 
STAYING 
THE SA~E 
WORST 
• filwhich you could hope to 1 ive and 1 
represents the WORST, where would yoU pl ace 
your present c001nuni ty? 10 g 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 
Ji.. If you (or your spouse) could begin wo r king 
aver again but in t he same occupation, would 
you aga i n choose to 1 ive in this town? 
1 OEFIIIITELY 
2 PROBABLY 
5. Assuming that you were given the shance (new job, etc.) 
to move to another town of your own choosing, WOULD YOU 
MOVE under any of the fa 11 owing circumstances: 
A. With a slight increase in your family income? 
B. With a large increase in your family income? 
C. If you could have a sl jghtly ni cer house? 
D. If you cou ld have a much nicer house ? 
E. With a slight increase in your opport unity to get ahead? 
F. With a large increase in your opportunity to get ahead? 
G. With a slight increase in the friendlines s of neighbors? 
H. With a large increase in the friendliness of neighbors? 
G. If you have answered YES to any of the above 
3 NOT LIKELY 
4 NO 
(CIRCLE YES or NO) 
1 YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
I YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
I YES 2 NO 
s ituations, where would you choose to live? -,T"'d'"WN,------- --"'"'.,...-
stATE 
7. What does this place have that your 
present conmunity lacks ? 
~ .. Is t his place larger or smaller 
than your present cOITITlunity? LARGER 2 SMA LLER 3 SAME SIZE 
q, I n your opinion, what are the THREE . 1st--------------
most 1mportant th1ngs your c01m1un1 ty 
~~ult~~ t(P~~~Ei~I~Tbi~t~~O~~a~~ Znd - - ------------
IMPORTANCE) 3rd ------------ -
196 
12.. Whi ch rate of ECONOMIC growth do 
you most favor for your coornunity? 
13. Do you fee l the new people moving into 
this area are having a GOOD or a BAD 
effect on this corm~unity? 
-2-
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(CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE) 
It GROIWIG 3 NO CHANGE 
2 DECLINING 
1 RAPID GROWTH 3 NO GROWTH 
2 MODERATE GROWTH 4 SOME DECLINE 
1 RAPID GROWTH 3 NO GROWTH 
2 MODERATE GROWTH 4 SOME DECLINE 
1 GOOD EFFECT 
2 BAD EFFECT 
3 NO EFFECT 
The following questions ask for your general impressions of how this comnunity 
as a whole responds to its problems. Please indicate how much you AGR EE or 
OISAGREE•with each of the following statements by circling one of ·the four 
poss i ble answers. 
ft. The people and organizations of this 
comnunity are quick to respond· when 
problems arise requiring action. 
''· When this c011111unity makes plans, it 
almost always make< them ':"'rk. 
17. Noticeable improvements have been made 
in this conmunity in the past few years. 
1~. Most of the people in this community are 
well aware of local problems and needs . 
1?, This c~mmunity is doing a better job of 
so 1 v1 ng its prob 1 ems than most other 
communities that I know of. 
2.0 Getting things done in this community 
• is very difficult. 
21. Important l ocal decisions are made by 
several different groups and no one 
group is able to dominate the others. 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
I SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
SA 
STRONGLY 
AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
(CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE) 
so 1 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
-3-
'2.1.Next we would like your opinion of the quality and desirability of various 
services and other features of your comunity . Please evaluate each item on 
a scale rangi ng frOm a high of 1 to a low of 7. Think of 1 as being excep-
tional, 4 as satisfactory , and 7 as badl y needing improvement . 
(CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER) 
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I EXCEP-
TIONAL 
SATIS-
FACTORY 
BADLy NEEDS I 
IMPROVEMENT 
1) Postal service . . . ... ... .. . 
2) Friendl i ness and concern of neighbors 
3) Place to raise a family . 
4) Contnunity spirit and cooperation 
5) Housing for new families 
6) Shopping facilities 
7) Law enforcement . . 
8) Garbage and sewer disposal 
9) Road maintenance and snow removal 
10) Fire protection .... 
11) Appearance of cemet~ries 
12) Health services . ... 
13) Restaurar.ts and entertainment 
14) Child day-care & baby sitting 
15) Facilities for youth (skating, etc. ) 
16) Upkeep of homes and yards .. 
17) Physical appearance of colllllunity 
18) Lack of pollution (air, water , etc.) 
19) Opportunity to earn liveable income 
20) Schools and educational training 
21) TV and radio .... ... .. . 
22) Programs and ass istance for aged 
23) Equal opportunity for all to take 
part in conmunity 1 ife 
199 
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I EXCEP-
TIONAL 
SATIS-
FACTORY 
BAOL y NEEDS I 
H1PROVEMEilT 
24) Opportun ities for cultural activities 
25) Friendly groups of COillllOn age and 
int_erest 
25) Quality of public libraries ... 
27) Zoning regulations and enforcement 
28) Public parks and playgrounds 
29) Recreational opportunities . 
30) Making newcomers feel welcome 
31) Access to outdoors and wide-open 
spaces 
32) Quality of religious 1 ife ... . 
33 ) Help from others in time of need 
34) Concern of 1 eaders for corrmunity 
betterment 
35 ) Chance to develop close relati onships 
with others 
35) Efforts to ifnprove CO/llllunity .. . 
37) Cit izen participation in corrrnunity 
dec is ions 
38) Overall comparison with surrounding 
cortnlunities 
39} Effectiveness of l ocal government 
40) Geographical setti ng ..... . 
~- Of the areas you have indicated above that need improvement (5-5-7), which THREE 
do you fee l are the most important? (PLACE NUMB ERS (1 -40 ) IN BOXES BELOW) 
A MOST IMPORTANT D --7 
G. SECOND MOST IMPORTANT D --7 
C. . THIRD MOST IMPORTANT D --7 
l..lf:what degree of progress do you think your 
cofllTlunity is currently making in solvin g 
what you consider to be its most pressi ng 
problems ? (PLEASE CIRCLE) 
Is this generall y recognized by others 
as an area needi ng improvement? 
I YES 2 NO 
YES 2 NO 
YES 2 NO 
OUTSTANDING FAIR 
2 GOOD POOR 
-5-
2$, Now we would like to get your ideas on solving some of these problems. If you 
fe lt seriously that one or more of the three problems you have identified could 
be at least partially improved with your help, which of the following things 
would you be willing to do: 
(C IRCLE YES or NO) 
A. Give a half day's pay I 1 YES 2 NO I 
B. Serve on a c011111ittee I YES 2 NO 
c. Give your spare time one evening a week 1 YES 2 NO 
D. Agree to a u; local sales tax increase 1 YES 2 NO 
E. Act as cha i nnan of a conmi ttee 1 YES 2 NO 
F. Sign a petition 1 YES 2 NO 
G. Give two hour's pay 1 YES 2 NO 
~ .. Does or has this colii11Unity had any organized efforts to do any of the following? 
How successful have they been? (PLEASE CIRCLE BELOW) 
ANY EFFORTS? DEGREE OF SUCCESS? 
A. Improve health services I 110 2 YES I HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
8. Promote industrial growth 1 NO 2 YES I HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
c. . Conmunity beautification I NO 2 YES 1 HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
.I>. Improve recreational facilities 1 NO 2 YES 1 HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 lOW 
2-7 List any other organized efforts that have been undertaken in the past three 
' years to improve your co11111unity. How successful have they been? (LIST BELOW 
AND CIRCLE DEGREE OF SUCCESS) 
OTHER ORGANIZED EFFORTS? DEGREE OF SUCCESS? 
I HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
I HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
1 HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
1 HIGH 2 MEDIUM 3 LOW 
:z-3 Please circle the number of different times during the past year that you have 
' discussed important cOOJTlunity issues and problerAs with the fallowing kinds of 
people. 
A. Friends or neighbors 
B. Conrnunity officials and/or civic 
1 eaders 
C. Cou nty or state officials 
CIRCLE NUMBER OF CO,ITACTS 
3 or more 
3 or more 
3 or more 
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2.'f. Although the mayor-council form of government is standa rd in U~ah corrmunities, 
town governments still vary considerably in the way they carry out their jobs. 
Which of the following statements and adjectives best describe your impressions 
of how your cOI!IIlunity government is operated? (CIRC LE THE NUMBERS) 
A. They work well together and 1 5 
come to quick agreement on QUICK TO SLOI·I TO 
most major problems. RESPOND RESPOND 
B. They make effective use of 1 5 
conrnuni ty resources. GOOD POOR 
USE USE 
C. . They keep the people informed 1 5 
about what they are doing. COMMUN- DON'T COM-
ICATE HUNICATE 
j) They are responsive to the 1 5 desires and needs of the RESPDN- NOT RES-COntntJnity . SIVE PONSIVE 
E They are doing their part to 1 5 
make the coiTITlunity a better DOING NOT DOING place to 1 ive. THEIR PART THEIR PART 
F. They wqrk well with both 1 2 5 private and public organ- WORK WELL DON'T WORK izations within the town . WITH OTHERS WITH OTHERS 
G They solicit the views of all 1 5 
concerned groups before SOLICIT IGNORE 
making important decisions . VI EllS VIEWS 
H. They have the support of most 1 5 
corrmun i ty residents . HAVE HAVE NO 
SUP PORT SUPPORT 
I They promote cooperation I 5 
· within the conmunity PROMOTE HINDER 
COOPERATION COOPERATION 
J . They work well with officials 1 2 5 from outside the coiTITlunity i'IORK WITH WORK in solving joint problems. OUTSIDERS ALONE 
1< . They place community interests I 2 5 
above private interests. COMMUNITY PRIVATE 
INTERESTS INTERESTS 
L They are vigorous and hard- I 5 
• working in doing their jobs. HARD NOT HARD 
WORKI NG WORKING 
201 
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30 - The following questions relate to opportunities for different kinds of social 
act i vities within your comnunity . Please answer each question by either filling 
i n the blank or circling the choice that comes closest to how you feel. 
A. Let's begin with neighbors . From the 10 houses 
closest to your home, how many persons (excluding 
children) do you know on a first name basis? 
B. How many of your neighbor's homes have you been in? 
C.., With how many of your neighbor 's do you have a 
fr i endly ta 1 k rather frequently? 
.I>. Do you and your neighbors exchange or borrow things 
from one another such as food, tools, etc . 1 OFTEN 
2 SOMETIMES 
3 RARELY 
4 NEVER 
E If you were hospitalized for two weeks with an ill-
• ness, how much help, if any, would your nei ghbors be? 1 VERY MUCH 
2 MUCH 
3 SOME 
4 UTILE 
F Approximately how many individuals (including those 
• who do !!Qt 1 ive in this COIIJIIUnity) do you con-
sider to be your friends? 
G. How many of these are close friends to whom you can 
talk about almost anything? 
ti. How many of your close friends live in this town? 
I How often are you able to jo in some of your 
friends for informal or organized activites 
(playing cards, going to dinner, etc . )7 
1 ONCE OR MORE 
A WEEK 
2 TWICE A MONTH 
J . If p~~~o~::e 1io a~;~r ~~~~ey~~i!a~~m:"!!~p ~~wt~~~~ 
with through correspondence or some other means? 
I<. How many adult relatives do you have who 1 ive 
within an hour 1 s distance of where you now 
live (brothers, in-laws, uncles, etc.)? 
L.. Approximately how many adult relatives do you have 
altogether? 
M. 
N. 
How often do you see some of your family 
or close relatives? 
1 LESS THAN ONCE A YEAR 
2 ONCE OR TWICE A MONTH 
3 ONCE OR TWICE A WEEK 
How many church- related group activities do you participate 
in regularly (study groups, choirs, relief society, etc . )? 
3 ONCE A MONTH 
4 LESS THAN 
ONCE A MONTH 
4 EVERY DAY 
5 HAVE ~0 
RELATIVES 
202 
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31 Whkh one of the following kinds of affairs 
• and problems would you say you are most 
interested in? (CIRCLE ONE) 
I LOCAL 
2 STATE 
4 INTERNATIONAL 
5 EQUALLY INTER-
ESTED IN ALL 3 NATIONAL 
32. When you talk with others about connunity 
• affairs, what part do you usually play? 
I MA!NL Y LISTEN 
2 TRY TO CONV INCE OTHERS 
53 Would you say that you are generally 
· regarded by others as a good source of 
I USUALLY 
2 OCCASIONALLY 
3 NOT AT ALL ,ideas on co~m~unity affairs and problems? 
3if: People have different ideas of just how they fit into conrnunity affa irs. Would 
you say that you are: 
I AN IMPORTANT LEADER 
2 A PERSON WHO COIITRIBUTES TO COMMUNITY DECISIONS BUT NOT A LEADER 
3 A PERSON WHO IS ACTIVE IN THINGS BUT NOT ONE OF THE DECISION MAKERS 
4 A PERSON WHO IS NOT VERY ACTIVE IN THINGS THAT GO ON IN THE COMMUNITY 
35'".As you read through the fol'lowing list of possible types of leaders , please rank 
the ones you feel are important in determining what generall y goes on in your 
conrnunity. (Put a 1 in front of the group you feel is most impor t ant ; a 2 for 
the next most important , etc . Leave blank the ones you feel have little or no 
influence on conrnunity deci s i('I:J,.~~ IN ORD ER OF IMPORTANCE ) 
BUSINESS lEADERS FARM & LABOR lEADERS 
POLITICAL LEADERS LARGE COMPANY OFFICIALS 
RELIGIOUS lEADERS STATE & FEDERAL AGENCIES 
SCHOOL OFFICIALS PROFESS IONALS, DOCTORS , ETC . 
COUNTY OFFICIALS OFFICERS OF LOCAL CLUBS 
AND SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS 
3' . Please check the amount of each type of goods and service you usually purchase 
outside of your corrmunity. Then please specify the other town where most are 
purchased . 
A. 
B. 
c.. 
.D 
E 
F. 
G. 
GOODS AND SERVICES PURCHASED 
Furniture & Major Appl iances 
Clothing 
Banking 
Medical & Dental Services 
Appliance Repairs 
Legal Serv ices 
Entertainment 
OUTSIDE OF COMMUNITY 
NONr FEW MOST ALL 
I 
WHAT TOWN' 
203 
.g. 
37 How many public coomunity events (4th of July celebrations, etc . ) 
' and comnunity-wide service projects (like town clean-ups, fund 
drives, etc.) have you participated in during the past year? 
3! How many of each of the following types of clubs and organizations 
• do you (and your spouse, if married) hold membership in at present? 
[HOW MANY? t 
Type of Organization S£ F SPOO E 
~ . JOB-RELATED associations, fann groups, labor unions, etc. 
B. POLITICAL parties, protest groups, etc . 
C.. VETERANS organizations, legions, etc. 
J). RECREATIONAL groups, sports clubs, bowling leagues, card 
clubs, country clubs, softball teams, etc. 
f. FRATERNAL-SERVICE groups, Rotary, lions, Elks, Red Cross 
Heart Associations, etc. F. CIVIC or YOUTH LEADERSHIP groups, 4-H, Scouts, PTA, YMCA , 
Corrmunity Volunteer groups, etc. 
Go . OTHERS like drama groups, theater guilds, etc . 
(IF NONE, CHECK HERE __ ) 
3r. In how many of these organizations do you (your spouse): 
A. REGULARLY AITEND MEETINGS 
8. REGULARLY CONTRIBUTE MONEY 
(. . HOLD MEMBERSHIP ON COMMIITEES 
l>. CURRENTLY HOLD POSITIONS AS OFFICER 
(IF NONE, CHECK HERE __ ) 
.f/.0 When you think of people with the ability to get things done in this community, 
' what names come to your mind? (TRY TO THINK OF AT LEAST THREE) 
PLEASE LIST COMPLETE NAMES 
1. -----------
2. 
3. -----------
4. -------------
ARE YOU PERSONALLY ACQUAINTED WITH THEM? 
1 YES 2 NO 
1 YES 
1 YES 
1 YES 
2 NO 
2 NO 
2 NO 
JH When you think of groups or organizations who are influential in getting things 
' done in this community, which ones come to mind? (TRY TO THINK OF AT LEAST 
THREE) 
1. ------------ 3. -------------
2. ----------------- 4. --------------------
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Lf.2Below are some public opinion statements with which some people agree and others 
· disagree . Since there are no right or wrong answers, the best response is your 
own opinion. Please indicate whether you STRONGLY AGREE, AGREE, DISAGREE, or 
STRONGLY DISAGREE with each statement. (CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE) 
I STRONGLy STRONGLy I 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE 
A There's little use in writing to public officials 
· because they often aren't really interested in SA so 
the problems of the average man. 
6. Nowadays a person has to 1 i ve pretty much for SA so 
today and let tomorrow take care of itself. 
c.. In spite of what some people say, the lot of 
· the average man is getting worse, not better. 
SA so 
ll It's hardly fair to bring ch i1 dren into the SA so 
• world with the way things look for the future. 
E_These days a person doesn 't really know whom SA so 
he can count on. 
f . A person should not feel obligated to follow 
corrrnunity decisions if these decisions are not SA so 
in accord with one's private preferences. 
G Zoning ordinances designed to protect the nat- SA so 
ural environment should be strongly enforced . 
H Our corrrnunity should strive to encourage SA so 
· industrial growth and development. 
l A woman's primary goal in life should be to 
· raise a family. 
SA so 
:r In making important decisions, a person should 
decide what is best for himself, even if it goes SA so 
against what family and close relatives prefer. 
K.I am generally one of the first people to try 
out something new instead of waiting to see SA so 
how it works for others . 
L My ideas and opinions frequently differ from SA so 
· those of my neighbors and friends. 
M My ideas and opinions about important rna tters 
· seldom differ from those of my relatives. 
SA so 
N Peop 1 e who question the o 1 d and accepted ways 
· of doing things usually just end up causing SA so 
trouble. 
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The last series of questions relate to infonnation that is used for classifying 
people into different groups for purposes of analysis . ALL INFORMATION IS 
CONFIDENTIAL ANQ WILL NOT IN ANY WAY BE IDENTIFIED WITH YOUR NAME OR ADDRESS . 
lf3. Your sex (Circle number) 
1 MALE 
so. Politically, which do you 
consider yourself to be? 
2 FEMALE 
44. Present marital status? 
1 NEVER MARRIED 
2 MARRIED 
3 DIVORCED 
4 SEPARATED 
5 WIDOWED 
JfS Do you own (or are presently buying) 
· your home? 
I YES 
2 NO 
If{,_ Highest level of education completed? 
Self Spouse (Circle nudlber for both) 
1 1 NEVER ATTENDED SCHOOL 
2 2 GRADE SCHOOL 
3 3 SOME HIGH SCHOOL 
4 4 COMPLETED HIGH SCHOOL 
5 5 SOME COLLEGE 
6 6 COMPLETED COLLEGE 
7 7 GRADUATE WORK 
Please describe the usual occupation of 
the principal wage earner in your house-
hold (if retired put an "X" in this 
blank __ and give former work). 
1 STRONG REPUBLICAN 
2 MODERATE REPUBLICAN 
3 STRONG DEMOCRAT 
4 MODERATE DEMOCRAT 
5 AMERICAN INDEPENDENT PARTY 
6 NO PARTY AFFILIATION 
7 OTHER 
Did you vote in the : 
J>/. 1g72 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
1 YES 2 NO 
SJ.. 1974 LOCAL ELECTION 
1 YES 2 NO 
S3. How many acres of land do you own 
in this locality? 
1 NONE 
2 1-5 ACRES 
3 OVER 5 ACRES 
S"~. What is your religious preference? 
1 LOS 
2 PROTESTANT 
3 CATHOLIC 
4 OTHER 
5 NONE 
55. How often do you attend church 
TITLE:------------- serv1ces or ~eetings ? 
KIND OF WORK: ~ ~w A O~E~~RE A WEEK 
'fi . (If married) Is your spouse employed? 
1 NO 
2 YES, PART TIME 
3 YES, FULL TIME 
'1-lf. Your present age? 
------Years 
3 ONCE OR TWICE A MONTH 
4 LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH 
5 NOT AT ALL 
.5"6. Approximate family income before 
taxes in 1975? 
1 UNDER $4,000 
2 $4,000 - $7,999 
3 $8,000 - $11,999 
4 $12,000- $15,999 
5 $!6,000 - $24,999 
6 OVER $25,000 
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S8. Inw~;n;~~~;eh~~e~~~~~f~~~~ ~~f~o~h=!~dd!~~? 
Would you call it: 
S~ To what extent do you feel accepted as a 
· member of tn1s contnunity? 
6o Have you lived in this corrmunity all of your life? 
IF YES (GO TO NEXT PAGE) 
61. Have you (or your spouse) ever lived in this 
conmunity before? 
6 2. . Where did you 1 ive most of the time pri or to age 17? 
63. How many times did your family move during this t ime? 
I COMPLETELY SATISFYING 
2 PREffi SATISFYING 
3 NOT VERY SATISFYING 
1 FULLY ACCEPTED 
2 PARTIALLY ACCEPTED 
3 NOT AT ALL ACCEPTED 
I YES 2 NO 
1 YES 2 NO 
(City & State) 
____ TIMES 
6~ In what places have you 1 ived since you were 17? (How long were you there? 
• How many relatives 1 ived there? Why did you move? RECORD BELOW) 
f>S. 
PLEASE START WITH PRESENT COMMUNITY AND WORK BACK TO AGE 17 
Places you have 1 i ved 
(City & State) ' '· Number'?. How many 68 of Yrs Relatives Ma'in Reason for Moving 
Present Community ' .1-fAfiN 
·.J-rrj, ~
u 
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6f, Do you have any plans to move away from 
this COfmlunity in the next few years? 
70 If you should move, to what place 
· · would it most likely be? 
7/ What would be your main reason 
· for moving there? 
-13-
I DEFINITELY 
2 PROBABLY 
(PLACE ) 
(REASON) 
IF MARRIED: 
3 NO 
4 DON'T KNOW 
72. . Where were you born? --------J3.Your spouse born?-------
7if: Yo ur father born? ________ ..J.J'. Spouse's father?-------
7 6 Your mother born? ________ 77. Spouse's mother?-------
7 f What percentage of the people in 
• your comnun i ty wou 1 d you say 
belong to each of the following 
social class groupings? (PLEASE 
ESTIMATE THE PERCENT) 
If you were to place yourself in one of 
three groupings, to which would you 
say you be 1 ong? 
_ _ % (A) UPPER CLASS __ % (D) WORKING 
__ % (B) UPPER MIDDLE --~ ( E) LOIIER 
_ % (C) LOWER MIDDLE 
(RECORD LETTER FROM A-E) 
THANK YOU! 
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Appendix B: 
Selected Social and Demographic Characteristics of Household 
Heads in Eight Study Communities, 1975 
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Table 41. Selected soc:L.al and demographic charac teris,tics. of 
household heads in Panguitch, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some col l ege 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8, 000 - $11,999 
$12,000 - $15,999 
$16,000 + 
To tal (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
Own horne 
Not own horne 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
18.5 
37.1 
27.8 
16.6 
100 . 0(151) 
46.1 
17.0 
19.9 
17.0 
100. 0(141) 
93.1 
6. 9 
100.0(145) 
90.4 
9.6 
100.0(156) 
15 .2 
22.6 
32.3 
29.9 
100. 0(164) 
1.3 
83.2 
0. 0 
15.5 
100 . 0(155) 
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Table 41. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Middle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, di•;orced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
3.3 
23.8 
10.6 
10.6 
15.2 
19.9 
9.9 
6.6 
100 . 0(151) 
20.1 
19.3 
14.6 
11.0 
12.8 
4.9 
4.3 
2.4 
0.0 
.6 
0.0 
100.0(164) 
3.15 
38.1 
39.5 
22.4 
100.0(147) 
64.5 
16.4 
19.1 
100.0(152) 
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Table 41. Continued 
Charac t eristics 
Actual migra tion (1975-79) 
Move out community 
IHthin community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
24.7 
3.9 
71.4 
100.0(154) 
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Table 42. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household beads in Del t a, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some col l ege 
College gr aduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000- $11,999 
$12,000 - $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
19.7 
34.7 
22.4 
23.2 
100 . 0(147) 
32.4 
33.1 
17.6 
16.9 
100 . 0(136) 
89.4 
10.6 
100. 0(142) 
93 . 2 
6.8 
100.0(147} 
10.6 
27.2 
36.4 
25.8 
100. 0(151) 
1.4 
89.5 
1.4 
7.7 
100. 0(1.43) 
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Table 42 · Continued 
Charac teristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Middle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member· 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12. members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move to out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
12.3 
18.4 
6.1 
15.8 
14 . 0 
20.2 
8.8 
4.4 
100.0(114) 
16.3 
39.8 
13 .0 
13.8 
8.9 
3.3 
4.1 
0.8 
0 
0 
0 
100.0 (].23) 
2.89 
22.5 
58.7 
18.8 
100. 0 (138) 
73.6 
13.9 
12.5 
100.0(144) 
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Table 42. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975-79) 
Move out community 
1-lithin community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
16.7 
11.3 
72.0 
100. 0(150) 
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Table 43. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Richfield, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Same college 
Col l ege gradua t e 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000 - $11,999 
$12,000- $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
Own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Harried 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
15.5 
34.5 
29.6 
20 . 4 
100.0(142) 
45.5 
23.9 
14.2 
16.4 
100.0(134) 
91.2 
8.8 
100.0(148) 
84.8 
15 . 2 
100.0(151) 
18.4 
20.4 
29.6 
31.6 
100. 0(152) 
2.0 
81.8 
3.4 
12.8 
100 . 0(148) 
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Table 43. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Hiddle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
winowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household s ize 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 member s 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Nigrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Higration intention 
No intention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
2 . 8 
24.1 
8.3 
10.3 
12 . 4 
23.4 
9.0 
9.7 
100.0(145) 
15.4 
28.2 
22.2 
16.1 
10 . 7 
4.7 
2.7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100.0(149) 
3.03 
19.9 
56.8 
23.3 
100.0(146) 
77.6 
13.6 
8.8 
100 . 0(14 7) 
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Table 43. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975- 79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
23 . 8 
10.6 
65 . 6 
100.0(151) 
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Table 44. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Salina, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000- $11,999 
$12,000- $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
Own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divorced- separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
24.0 
34.9 
27.9 
13.2 
100.0(129) 
34.2 
30.7 
21.1 
14.0 
100.0(114) 
92.9 
7.1 
100.0(127) 
88.1 
11.9 
100.0 (134) 
19.6 
18.2 
37.1 
25.2 
100.0(143) 
.8 
83,1 
3.8 
12.3 
100.0(130) 
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Table 44 . Con t inued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre- child 
Pre-shcooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
~Iiddle age with children 
Elderly married 
El de r ly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Sett led migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No in t ention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
6.5 
22.6 
6.4 
12 . 1 
15.3 
19.4 
6.4 
11.3 
100.0(124) 
11.9 
35.1 
14.2 
17.9 
8 . 2 
11.2 
1.5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100 . 0(134) 
3 . 15 
34.8 
40.2 
25.0 
100.0(132) 
75.6 
13.0 
11.5 
100 . 0(131) 
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Table 44. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975-79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
20.7 
14.3 
65.0 
100.0(140) 
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Table 45. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Moab, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000 - $11,999 
$12,000 - $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home owner ship 
Own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Harried 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
19. 9 
31.8 
29.8 
18.5 
100.0 (151) 
26.2 
34.5 
20.0 
19.3 
100.0(145) 
31.0 
69.0 
100.0(145) 
89.0 
11.0 
100. 0(154) 
20.8 
25.1 
37.1 
17.0 
100.0(159) 
5.4 
81.2 
4.0 
9.4 
100.0(149) 
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Table 45. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Middle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intnetion to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
7.6 
18.7 
11.8 
14.6 
15.3 
12.5 
2.8 
16.7 
100.0(144) 
14.3 
36.9 
15.0 
14.4 
12.5 
5.0 
1.3 
.6 
0 
0 
0 
100.0(160) 
2.975 
11.0 
56.8 
32 . 2 
100.0(146) 
57.8 
9.1 
33.1 
100.0(154) 
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Table 45. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975- 79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
28.9 
17.5 
55.6 
100. 0(160) 
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Table 46. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Duchesne, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000 - $11,999 
$12,000 - $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
NonLDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownershi! 
Own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Tot al (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divor ced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
16.9 
39.0 
30.5 
13.6 
100 . 0(59) 
16 . 7 
24.1 
27.8 
31.4 
100.0(54) 
61.0 
39 . 0 
100.0(59) 
73.8 
26.2 
100.0(61) 
37.7 
26.2 
27.9 
8.2 
100.0(61) 
0 
96.7 
1.7 
1.6 
100.0(60) 
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Table 46. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Middle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intention to move 
Intended to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intended to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
7.1 
50.0 
5.4 
10.7 
16.1 
7. 1 
1.8 
1.8 
100.0(56) 
8.1 
23.0 
23.0 
21.3 
4.9 
9.8 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 
0 
0 
100. 0(61) 
3.70 
10.0 
42.0 
48.0 
100.0(50) 
32.7 
30.9 
36.4 
100. 0(55) 
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Table 46. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975-79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
48.3 
8.4 
43.3 
100.0(60) 
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Table 47. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Roosevelt, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000 - $11,999 
$12,000 - $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
Own home 
Not own home 
Total (N) 
Age of Household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequenices 
11.4 
28.3 
39.7 
20.6 
100. 0(131) 
18.7 
27.1 
22.0 
32.2 
100.0(118) 
71.8 
28.2 
100.0 (131) 
85.0 
15.0 
100. 0(133) 
30.3 
35.2 
25 . 3 
9.2 
100.0(142) 
1.5 
90.3 
3.0 
5.2 
100.0(134) 
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Table 47. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Hiddle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
11.4 
38.6 
12.1 
10.6 
13.6 
3 . 8 
4.6 
5.3 
100 . 0(132) 
9.8 
21.7 
13 . 3 
20.3 
18 . 9 
9.0-
4.9 
1.4 
0 
0 
0 7 
100. 0(143) 
3 . 75 
13.1 
34.4 
52.5 
100. 0(122) 
45.8 
17.6 
36.6 
100. 0(131) 
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Table 47 •· Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975-79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
43.0 
4.9 
52.1 
100.0(142) 
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Table 48 >. Selected social and demographic characteristics of 
household heads in Vernal, 1975 
Characteristics 
Education 
Less than high school 
High shcool graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Total (N) 
Family income 
Less than $8,000 
$8,000 - $11,999 
$12,000- $15,999 
$16,000 + 
Total (N) 
Religion 
LDS 
Non LDS 
Total (N) 
Home ownership 
Own home 
Not own home 21.6 
Total (N) 
Age of household head 
Less than 30 
30 - 44 
45 - 64 
65 + 
Total (N) 
Marital status 
Never married 
Married 
Divorced-separated 
Widowed 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
17.6 
32.4 
27 .5 
22.5 
100.0(142) 
18.5 
31.1 
23.7 
26.7 
100. 0(135) 
67.4 
32.6 
100. 0(141) 
78.4 
21.6 
100. 0(139) 
25.7 
36.5 
23.6 
14.2 
100. 0(148) 
2.1 
89.3 
3.6 
5.0 
100.0(140) 
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Table 48. Continued 
Characteristics 
Family life cycle 
Pre-child 
Pre-schooling 
Child launching 
Empty nest 
Middle age with children 
Elderly married 
Elderly widowed 
Single, divorced, separated, 
widowed less than 65 
Total (N) 
Household size 
1 member 
2 members 
3 members 
4 members 
5 members 
6 members 
7 members 
8 members 
9 members 
10 members 
12 members 
Total (N) 
Average household size 
Migrant status 
Natives 
Settled migrants 
Recent migrants 
Total (N) 
Migration intention 
No intention to move 
Intend to move to other 
communities in Utah 
Intend to move out of Utah 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
9.6 
35.5 
12.5 
11.0 
10.3 
10 . 3 
3.7 
7.3 
100.0(136) 
8.4 
28.0 
23.1 
17.5 
12.6 
5.6 
2.8 
1.4 
0 
0 
.6 
100.0(143) 
3.39 
16.1 
51.8 
32.1 
100. 0(137) 
52.9 
14.0 
33.1 
100.0(136) 
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Table 48. Continued 
Characteristics 
Actual migration (1975-79) 
Move out community 
Within community residential mobility 
No move 
Total (N) 
Frequencies 
27.2 
18 . 4 
54 . 4 
100. 0(147) 
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